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ABSTRACT 
 
 
This paper explores the cultural and commercial role of ethnic grocery stores on food availability 
and consumption habits in the City of Chicago.  By collecting data on the prices and inventory 
available at ethnic groceries, and applying the Nutrition Environment Measures Survey in Stores 
to these providers, it attempts to answer three basic questions: (i) What are the defining 
characteristics of ethnic grocery stores in Chicago? (ii) What effects do ethnic grocery stores have 
on a healthy, available, affordable, and quality food supply in the city?  (iii) How do residents 
consume ethnic foods in their household?  The answers suggest that ethnic stores not only 
contribute greatly to the cultural life of their neighborhoods, but they, when considered together 
with “hybrid ethnic” grocery stores (i.e., those which sell a substantial amount food from several 
cultures, including foods prevalent in American culture) provide a large portion of the food 
supply in Chicago.  As a result, these stores promote the cross-cultural consumption of food and 
affect the economic vitality of the communities they serve.  
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 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 
The prevalence and identification of food deserts, food inaccessibility, and food 
insecurity in many urban areas throughout the United States (U.S.) is forcing local governments 
and community organizations to address the implications of hunger and its effects on different 
groups of people.  Much of the research studying the prevalence of a healthy, available, 
affordable, and quality (HAAQ) food supply in urban areas, however, focuses on the impact 
traditional grocery stores have on neighborhoods of lower socioeconomic status (SES).  Yet, 
there are many other variables that have been only partially studied, such as the relationship 
between a HAAQ food supply and the impact ethnic grocery stores have on urban areas.   
Chicago, Illinois provides a rich environment to study such issues.  Chicago is the largest 
city in Illinois and the third most-populous city in the U.S.  It‟s a city that was built by 
immigrants from dozens of countries located in the southern areas of North America, South 
America, Europe, and Asia.  The city alone has over fifteen different ethnic groups, which are 
spread over the seventy-seven community areas.  Chicago thrives as a mosaic of different racial, 
religious, ethnic, economic, and social groups.   
This paper examines three key questions through the collection and analysis of 
quantitative and qualitative data: What are the defining characteristics of ethnic grocery stores in 
Chicago?  What impact do ethnic grocery stores have on a HAAQ food supply in the city ?  How 
do residents consume ethnic food in their household?  
There are two main methods used in this paper.  The first method is an observational 
index called the Nutrition Environment Measures Survey in Stores (NEMS-S) (Glanz et al., 
2007), which measures the affordability, availability, and price of individual grocery stores and 
tallies these points into a final Total Summary Score.  This Total Summary Score is used to 
determine if the grocery store has a low, moderate, or high HAAQ.  The second method is a 
survey of cross-cultural food consumption habits (CFCH) used to determine if Chicago residents 
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engage in purchasing for their household and consuming foods that are part of other ethnic 
groups.  In addition, statistical testing methods such as correlation and chi squared were used to 
determine statistical significance and relationship between variables.  
This paper is organized as follows: Chapter One provides a literature review of the 
research on the impact of food insecurity on different groups of people in the U.S. and the 
influence of ethnic entrepreneurship on urban cities.  Chapter Two explains the two 
methodologies used in this paper:  First, how the NEMS-S is used in this paper to evaluate if 
there is a HAAQ food supply in ethnic grocery stores in Chicago.  The second is the survey 
administered to Chicago residents to better understand their consumption habits of ethnic foods.  
Chapter Three details the results from the NEMS-S, while Chapter Four details the results of the 
survey on CFCH.  Chapter Five offers conclusions to the study and outlines future research 
opportunities. 
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CHAPTER ONE: LITERATURE REVIEW  
 
 
This chapter examines the body of research literature associated with the nation-wide 
impact of food insecurity on different groups of people and the affect small grocers have on urban 
areas.  This chapter also considers how entrepreneurship among immigrant populations helps 
enhance community vitality and how ethnic food can provide access to a HAAQ food supply in 
urban neighborhoods.  It warrants emphasis that these focus areas are distinctive areas of study.   
Therefore, this literature review is not exhaustive.  Instead, it provides the structure for 
understanding the relationship between diversity, ethnic grocery stores, and the availability of a 
healthy, affordable, and quality food supply in Chicago. 
 
Food Insecurity in Urban Areas 
This section will explore the literature on the impact of food insecurity in an urban 
environment, specifically, in relationship to disparities in food availability, cost, and health 
implications.  It also examines some of the gaps found in the research related to cross-cultural 
consumption and its impact on food trends in an urban area.  
Based on United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) figures, forty-nine million 
Americans were food insecure in 2008, the highest figure ever recorded.  Food insecurity is 
defined as “areas with limited access to adequate retail provision of affordable healthy foods for 
residents in deprived neighborhoods, defined in terms of social exclusion and health inequality” 
(Lee and Lim 2008, 1300).  Specifically, the USDA website defines food security in two ways.  
First, low food security is “reports of reduced quality, variety, or desirability of diet. Little or no 
indication of reduced food intake.”  Second, very low food security is “reports of multiple 
indication of disrupted eating patterns and reduced food intake.”  Approximately 23.5 million 
people of the U.S. population live in low-income neighborhoods that are more than one mile from 
a supermarket (Ver Ploeg 2010, 24).  Research also shows that large populations of minorities 
live in areas that are considered more food insecure (ibid, 24).  
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Disparities in Food Availability  
Large supermarkets are less likely to be located in inner city areas inhabited by large 
minority populations (Raja et al. 2008, 469).  Half of African-American neighborhoods in the 
U.S. are without a full-service supermarket, which means there is a disparity between food 
availability in low-income and high-income communities (ibid, 469).  The twenty-eight thousand 
U.S. ZIP codes areas representing the country‟s lowest income areas have twenty-five percent 
fewer chain supermarkets when compared to middle-income or high-income communities 
(Larson et al. 2009, 76). 
 These examples are significant due to the fact that convenience stores sell high-caloric 
and little fresh foods (ibid, 75).  As a result, these stores tend have substantially lower healthy 
food availability index scores than supermarkets based on the research of Franco et al. (2008, 
561).  The authors of this study found that in low-income communities, small food retailers 
lacked fresh fruit, vegetables, skim milk, and whole grain bread, which are considered healthy 
based on the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 2005 Dietary Guidelines for 
Americans.  The research also found that “a high availability of healthy foods was present in 
nineteen percent of predominately black neighborhoods versus sixty-eight percent of 
predominately white neighborhoods due to the increased number of small convenience stores” 
(ibid, 563).   
 Larger supermarkets offer a much more balanced array of food products.  They also carry 
fresher food, a greater variety of products, and higher quality items than convenience stores or 
smaller corner stores that are pervasive in the urban neighborhoods (Raja et al. 2008, 470).  Based 
on Raja et al. (2008, 470) findings, small corner and convenience stores did not have expiration 
dates on a number of items, so it was difficult to ascertain the freshness of the food.  All of the 
supermarkets located in high-income communities that the authors visited during their study had 
expirations dates listed on the majority of canned, bottled, and boxed food (ibid, 479).   
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However, Krukowski et al. (2010) discovered slightly different results from their research 
on food availability in low-income communities.  They discovered that even among 
supermarkets, healthy food choices are less available in certain neighborhoods.  As a result, the 
lack of availability of healthy foods may present a barrier to eating a healthy diet in certain 
communities (ibid, 318).  There is evidence that there are disparities in food availability based on 
the income level of a community, but it is not necessarily based on the type of food store (Franco 
et al. 2009).  It is more about what types of food that store chooses to sell.  Supermarkets located 
in low-income communities may have less healthy food choices than supermarkets located in 
high-income communities.  Franco et al. (2009, 565) found that “several stores coded as grocery 
stores in predominately white neighborhoods had a higher availability of healthy foods than 
supermarkets in predominately black neighborhoods.” 
 
Difference in Food Cost  
Another body of research provides evidence that poor individuals living in low-income 
communities pay higher food prices due to their reliance on convenience stores and not traditional 
grocery stores, such as individuals living in high-income communities (Andreyeva et al. 2008, 
1382).  In addition, the price for the healthier foods is higher than the cost of regular alternatives.  
For example, when Andreyeva et al. (2010, 1384) compared the average price of a healthy food 
basket to the average price of a regular food basket, the healthy food basket cost two percent 
more than the regular food basket.   
Based on Ver Ploeg‟s (2010) findings, one of reasons why convenience stores cost more 
than large supermarkets is because they can charge higher prices.  Individuals living in these low-
income communities where food deserts are pervasive may not be able to leave their 
neighborhood to access more affordable food.  If individuals living in low-income communities 
can only purchase their food at higher prices, they are more prone to food insecurities (ibid, 15).  
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Health Implications  
All of the authors used in this literature review found that low-income communities have 
a higher risk of disease due to dietary habits.  Like many studies on this topic, food insecurity is 
linked to dietary behaviors (McGinnis and Meyers 1999, 335-41).  There is evidence indicating 
that the consumption of healthy foods can reduce the risk of cardiovascular disease, diabetes, and 
obesity.   
Based on the literature, there are distinctive differences between the eating habits of 
individuals living in high-income communities and those living in low-income communities.  
Specifically, “ten percent of upper-income adults eat three or more servings of whole grains each 
day, compared to five percent of low-income adults.  Higher income adults come closer to 
consuming the recommended daily amount of fruits and vegetables” (Jetter and Cassady 2006, 
38; Odoms-Young et al. 2009, 145).   
Some scholars found evidence that price is a factor to health.  The low price of energy-
dense foods, such as chips and candy bars, helps foster the unhealthy eating habits persistent in 
areas of low-income America (Drewnowski and Briend 2004, 1555-57).  Corner and convenience 
stores generally carry inexpensive, calorie-rich foods, which may contribute to the obesity 
problem in minority, low-income communities (ibid, 1555-57; Odoms-Young et al. 2009, 146-
47). 
 
Small Grocers in Urban Areas 
 
 As consumer needs and diets evolved, the idea of the grocery stores has changed 
dramatically over the last one hundred years.  By the 1950s, supermarkets replaced the smaller, 
family-owned grocers with a model that allowed consumers to browse aisles, chose items for 
their baskets themselves, and experience one-stop shopping (Brian Thomas 2010, 400).   
Drastic changes in the 1980s and early 1990s increased the size of supermarkets and the 
number of available items (P. Kaufman 1995, 26-27).  In just one decade, supermarkets grew in 
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size from twenty-three thousand square feet to thirty-five thousand square feet, while the number 
of items increased from fourteen thousand to twenty-five thousand items (ibid, 26-27).  Much of 
this growth is attributed to the creation of the big-box stores such as Walmart and Meijer, whose 
supercenters continue to dominate the suburbs of the northern regions and rural southern regions 
of the U.S.  
 
Cost Based on Size of Retailer 
Small food retailers are unable to sell their food at prices comparable to large 
supermarkets because they do not purchase as much food at one time (Raja et al. 2010, 470). 
Therefore, individuals that live in low-income, urban environments can pay more in food costs 
than high-income, suburban environments (Raja et. al. 2010, 470; Ver Ploeg 2010, 24).  
Households with annual incomes less than $8,000 paid slightly more – between 0.5 to 1.3 percent 
– for the same foods than those with incomes between $8,000 and $30,000 (Ver Ploeg 2010, 24).   
However, not all healthy food choices cost more than regular alternatives.  It depends on 
where the research studies are conducted and the types of food stores used to gather prices.  For 
example, Andreyeva et al. (2008, 1386) conducted their research in New Haven, Connecticut and 
discovered that cereal, cheese, and milk cost the same regardless of fat or sugar content.  Also, 
the authors found that while the price of food was higher for healthy food, the prices were not 
significantly higher (ibid, 1386).  Furey et al. (2001, 454) also found varied results from their 
research study.  They found that the cost for products in small grocers were higher than in large 
supermarkets; however, the cost differences were frequently just minor (ibid, 454-56).  
Larger stores may be able to survive more easily than smaller stores, such as convenience 
stores, due to their low prices and, ultimately, “smaller stores may not be able to compete” (Ver 
Ploeg et al. 2009, 85).  However, some cities such as New York City created the Food Retail 
Expansion to Support Health (FRESH) program.  This program would place supermarkets in low-
income neighborhoods, such as south Bronx, upper Manhattan, and central Brooklyn.  New York 
 8 
City changed some of its zoning laws to allow smaller major chain supermarkets to open in these 
low-income neighborhoods (Shigley and Freeman 2009, 6).  The authors state that the stores were 
able to keep their prices low because they were larger than the corner convenience stores.  Also, 
they were the only small grocer in the community, so they did not lose profit due to competition.  
 
Availability of Healthy Food 
Evidence shows that small grocers and convenience stores have less healthy food options, 
a large quantity of unhealthy food options, higher prices, and less selection.  There is also 
supporting research that indicates it does not matter the size or type of store – what matters is the 
type of food that store chooses to sell.  It is important to ensure that major supermarket chains 
aren’t making unhealthy foods cheaper (Workman 2010, 40).  At times, even when supermarkets 
are available, they sometimes shut out the possibility of healthy nutritious foods because they 
typically sell processed, packaged foods with high fat content at lower prices (ibid, 45).  
A case can be made that smaller grocery stores may be better suited for an urban 
landscape because they can physically fit into smaller lot space.  Urban infrastructure tends to be 
dense and well-developed.  Space is limited and large supermarkets may not be able to physically 
fit into the available space or the available land may not be zoned for commercial use (Ver Ploeg 
2010, 103).  Small, independent grocery stores are more likely than supermarkets to be located in 
the urban core of a city, typically in lower income areas (Raja et al. 2009, 470).  As a result, their 
study concludes, “many urban neighborhoods are predominantly served by small stores” (ibid, 
470).   
Yet, some urban cities like Los Angeles started changing zoning regulations to increase 
local, small grocers as a viable way to feed residents in low-income communities.  Los Angeles is 
currently considering a less strict zoning regulation that allows grocers of less than ten thousand 
square feet to move into low-income neighborhoods (Shigley and Freeman 2009, 20).  The city is 
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also re-evaluating its parking requirements, which are some of the strictest in the U.S., to 
accommodate smaller food retailers (ibid, 21). 
 
Research Limitations 
Much of the research concludes that many small grocers and convenience stores 
evaluated in various studies seem to be located in neighborhoods with low socio-economic status 
(SES).  Nevertheless, there is very limited research on small grocers located in urban 
neighborhoods with middle to high SES.  In addition, much of the research evaluates the 
available food supply in areas classified as suburbs or food deserts.  There seems to be limited 
research on small grocers located in urban, non-food desert neighborhoods.  The research does 
not explore how small grocers, regardless of the SES of the neighborhood, score in regards to a 
HAAQ food supply.   
Research on small grocery stores located in urban neighborhoods is a particularly 
significant area of study.  Therefore, it is important to step outside of the common research 
parameters and explore whether small grocers can provide residents with an adequate and healthy 
food supply.  Yet, there is little research on small food stores, such as ethnic grocery stores, and 
how these type of stores feed Chicago or other U.S. cities.  
 
Entrepreneurship Among Immigrant Populations 
The proliferation of immigrant entrepreneurs in large cities, such as Chicago, has 
generated a significant body of research on why there is higher self-employment among foreign-
born living in the U.S. relative to non-immigrant co-ethnics or people from the same ethnic 
group.  In urban cities, some groups of immigrants are more likely to start businesses that cater to 
co-ethnics in an effort to provide goods, services, and resources to people from their own country.  
While self-employment, in general, is a noble pursuit, it can prove extremely difficult.   
For immigrant entrepreneurs, the easy entry into self-employment can cause the market 
to be highly competitive (Rath and Kloosterman 2000, 660).  The main competitors are usually 
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other co-ethnics and the battle is over price not quality (ibid, 660).  In addition, immigrant 
entrepreneurs typically make small profits and others may be forced to close the business in a 
short period of time (ibid, 660).   Yet, when immigrant entrepreneurs are able to survive the 
market competition and make a profit, they seem to have extreme success (ibid, 661; Rahman and 
Fatima 2011, 621).  
 
Barriers to Ethnic Entrepreneurship  
In both urban and rural cities, the immigrant population may confront language, cultural 
customs, and education barriers that prohibit job offerings (Assudani 2009, 198).  Unrecognized 
labor skills or non-transferable education credentials needed for employment can prohibit 
members of the foreign-born population from finding work that can support their household.  
When this happens, immigrants may take low wage jobs or remain unemployed for long periods 
of time.  Yet, a favorable small-business economy, along with the high rate of entrepreneurship in 
metropolitan areas, can help increase immigrant self-employment (Rahman and Fatima 2011, 
621; Rath and Kloosterman 2000, 670; Razin and Langlois 1996, 706).   
If economically successful, immigrant entrepreneurship can provide job opportunities and 
household income for members of a population that may face “substantial obstacles in the labor 
market, which leads to their persistently high rates of unemployment” (Rath and Kloosterman 
2000, 659). Razin and Langlois (1996, 706) state “large and economically diversified 
metropolitan areas provide ample opportunities for ethnic entrepreneurs in a broad range of 
niches.”  Yet, while ethnic entrepreneurs provide ample resources to other co-ethnics and the 
community in general, they may “also find themselves constrained to diversify in different 
businesses” (Assudani 2009, 203) because of cultural and education limitations found in society. 
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Success Among Different Ethnic Groups 
The question of why certain immigrant groups, such as Cubans and Koreans, are more 
likely to become successfully self-employed than Mexicans and African-Americans (Tienda and 
Raijman 2004, 1) has also been studied for several decades.  Many times it is assumed that 
immigrants that live in a residentially concentrated area may be more willing or successful when 
starting businesses.  There may be opportunities and resources these businesses can provide to co-
ethnics.  However, there is not a consensus among researchers as to why or how residential 
concentration encourages ethnic entrepreneurship.  
Some residentially concentrated groups such as Mexican and African-Americans 
demonstrate low self-employment, while Asian Indians and Iranians have high entrepreneurial 
rates (ibid, 2).  For “economically disadvantaged groups, such as Blacks and Mexicans, the 
availability of a dense ethnic market encourages the proliferation of firms that cater to ethnic 
concerns” (ibid, 2).  Asian communities have a “cultural tradition of business” (Basu and Altinay 
2002, 374).  This helps them access ethnic resources more easily and provides them with a 
“powerful sense of identity,” while Afro-Caribbeans are the opposite due to more of a lack of 
family and communities relationships that resulted from a history of oppression (ibid, 374).   
 According to Basu and Altinay (2002), several other researchers (Bonacich 1973; 
Waldinger et al. 1990; Ward 1983; and Werbner 1990) have also explored the impact of different 
culture groups on ethnic entrepreneurship.  These researchers found that some ethnic groups 
“emphasize the importance of values, such as thrift, close family and religious ties, and trust, 
which enable some immigrant groups to compete successfully in business” (Basu and Altinay 
2002, 373). Therefore, residential concentration may implore some ethnic groups to start small 
self-owned businesses.  However, there are other determining factors in ethnic self-employment 
and economic success, such as regional, traditional and historical, for example, that may 
influence the entrepreneurial spirit of an ethnic group.  
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Urban Growth  
A less narrowly focused segment of the research explores the extent to which 
entrepreneurship is vital to the economic and social capital growth of urban cities.  Social capital 
in terms of socio-economic and -ethnic diversity [Appendix A] is important to understanding the 
behaviors of immigrants to “ultimately frame the nature of an ethnic community” (Galbraith et al. 
2007, 38).  Social capital as an economic good that is supplied at the co-ethnic level through 
networks, which are relationships that provide resources, information, and community ties (ibid, 
41-42).  Social capital is “demanded by key stakeholders in an ethnic neighborhood, economy or 
enclave such as co-ethnic laborers, immigrant small-business owners, and leaders of the ethnic 
community” (ibid, 41-42).  
Some cities are more entrepreneurial than others, which creates entrepreneurial clusters 
(Rahman and Fatima 2011, 622).  These clusters can impact the economic, population, or social 
innovation growth of the metropolitan area.  A significant portion of this growth comes from 
immigrants finding informal support networks in their community (ibid, 621).  Finding and 
increasing the web of the support systems, whether from co-ethnics or other groups, provides the 
motivation to immigrants to stay in their current place.  The act of settling in one place 
strengthens one‟s community ties and helps spur self-employment.   
While ethnic entrepreneurship can benefit co-ethnics within the same neighborhood or 
metropolitan area through economic, social capital, and population growth, these businesses can 
also benefit non-co-ethnics.  “Many immigrants often cater to the „captive market‟ of co-nationals 
or co-ethnic, although many entrepreneurs after a while tend to cater to a broader clientele” (Rath 
and Kloosterman 2000, 660). 
 
Cross-Cultural Consumption 
 
As a general rule, there is limited research on cultural food preference and the cross-
cultural consumption of food across different social groups.  Many scholars tend to focus on the 
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resources to which immigrants may not have access. Comparatively, few focus on how 
immigrants, aside from community building for diversity initiatives, can be used as an economic 
resource to their community, specifically by supplying HAAQ food choices.  
While there is significant literature supporting the importance of culturally appropriate 
access to food, the impact of culture on food availability has received little consideration when 
measuring food environments (Grigsby-Toussaint et al. 2010, 746).  Much of the research 
“measures of neighborhood fruit and vegetable availability generally focus on varieties that are 
commonly consumed in the general U.S. population” (ibid, 747).  In addition, generally much of 
the research seems to take measures in more traditional supermarkets, grocery, and convenience 
stores.  There is little exploration of how food measures hold up in ethnic grocery stores.  Ethnic 
grocery stores are usually located in an immigrant or minority neighborhood where the majority 
of the food carried is based on the ethnicity or culture of that community.  
Grigsby-Toussaint et al. (2010) completed a study on the southwest side of Chicago 
measuring culturally appropriate neighborhood fruits and vegetables in the Latino and African-
American cultures.  They sampled three hundred and thirty-three food retailers located in 
majority Latino and African-American communities.  The research concluded that one out of 
sixteen of the culturally appropriate foods for African-Americans were located in the majority of 
food retailers sampled.  Three out of eighteen of the culturally appropriate foods for Latinos were 
located in the majority of grocery stores sampled, while one-third of the culturally appropriate 
foods for Latinos were not available in the convenience stores sampled (ibid, 749).   
This study concluded that minorities might eat healthier foods, such as fruits and 
vegetables, if these foods are part of their culture.  The methodology did not state whether the 
food retailers sampled were traditional grocery stores, ethnic grocery stores, or a mixture of both.  
While this study helps shed light on the availability of culturally appropriate food to different 
social groups, much more research would have to be done on the topic to draw satisfactory 
conclusions on the HAAQ food supplied by ethnic grocery stores. 
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In many enclaves in Chicago and elsewhere, there may a diverse selection of healthy, 
affordable, and high quality foods targeted towards feeding the ethnic populations that can also be 
a viable food resource for people outside a specific ethnic group.  People outside of a particular 
ethnic group also consume foods that may be considered typically ethnic.  This is the broad 
definition of cross-cultural consumption.  Ethnic food retailers tend to operate small grocery 
stores, not large supermarkets or big box stores.  As a result, small privately owned grocery stores 
and markets make up much of the grocery store population in some urban neighborhoods.  In 
addition, some foods that are particular to a certain ethnic groups may not be available in standard 
American supermarkets and grocery stores.  Therefore, these ethnic food retailers are filling a 
niche in a community.  
Many urbanites are adventurous with their food consumption.  A reason for this may be 
that the diversity of large urban cities makes finding and consuming ethnic foods more accessible.  
Some residents living in urban areas have transitioned from ordering ethnic carryout food from 
restaurants to actually purchasing ethnic food ingredients to prepare at home.  In summary, while 
the research on cross-cultural consumption and the different types of food available from and to 
ethnic minorities is limited, it is a topic worthy of additional attention.  The following chapters 
explore how cross-cultural consumption is a valid way to provide healthy, affordable, and quality 
food to people living in urban neighborhoods.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 15 
CHAPTER TWO: METHODOLOGY 
 
 
This chapter examines the two primary methods of data collection used in this paper: The 
Nutrition Environment Measures Survey in Stores (NEMS-S) and the survey of cross-cultural 
food consumption habits (CFCH) of Chicago residents.  The data objected from these methods 
are shown to provide a rich analytical foundation for identifying the cultural and commercial role 
of ethnic groceries.  
The NEMS-S
1
 is an observational measure designed to evaluate and provide a consistent 
methodology to score the HAAQ of grocery stores and supermarkets in a community.  The 
methodology is based on several distinct phases of data collection.  Thirty stores in Chicago are 
evaluated using the NEMS-S method and the survey was conducted with the promise of 
anonymity in this study.  Initially, twenty-two stores were identified as ethnic food stores and 
eight as traditional food stores.  Eventually, my field research indentified a third store type, which 
is called a “hybrid” ethnic store.  Further explanation of each store type is discussed in Chapter 
Three.  Out of the twenty-two ethnic stores, thirteen are identified as hybrid ethnic food stores.   
It is important to elaborate on what is meant by “American” foods in this paper.  America 
is comprised of so many different ethnicities, nationalities, and cultures that many so-called 
“ethnic” foods are now considered to be an part of the mainstream American diet.  Therefore, it 
can cause confusion or debate when distinguishing between foods that are considered American 
and those that are considered ethnic.  Glanz et al. (2007, 283) state that the eleven food indicator 
categories are based on national food sales and federal/industry data to identify the most 
consumed foods in U.S.  In addition, all of the brands that are part of the NEMS-S are popular 
                                                     
1
 Based on the NEMS-S, healthful is defined “based on publications of federal agencies and health 
professional organizations and researchers” (Glanz et al. 2007, 283).  Affordability is defined as the lowest 
possible cost for an item of food (ibid, 282-98).  The definition of quality is as follows: “A” for acceptable 
and “UA” for unacceptable.  Acceptable means the “food item is in peak condition, top quality, good color, 
fresh, firm, and clean.  Unacceptable means that the food item is bruised, old-looking, mushy, dry, 
overripe, dark sunken spots in irregular patches, cracked or broken surfaces, signs of shriveling, mold or 
excessive softening” (Glanz et al. NEMS-S appendix 2007 19).  
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non-ethnic American brands found in many supermarkets across the U.S.  For the purposes of this 
paper, American food refers to non-ethnic foods that are prevalent in the American diet, many of 
which are manufactured by popular American brands.  Table 2.1 lists each store type definition 
that is referenced in this paper, with the main research focus on ethnic, hybrid ethnic, and 
traditional grocery stores.  
Table 2.1 – Definition of the different store types 
Store Type Definition 
Ethnic A store that sells a substantial amount of food from one or more ethnicity 
with very limited non-ethnic American food. 
Hybrid ethnic A store that sells a substantial amount of food from one or more ethnicity, 
including a substantial amount of non-ethnic American food. 
Traditional A store that sells a substantial amount of American food with very limited 
food from other ethnicities (many times with one aisle reserved for ethnic 
foods). 
Gourmet A store that carries a large assortment of high-quality premium foods or 
specialty, difficult-to-find items. 
Limited 
assortment 
A store that is an alternative to larger supermarkets and carries less food item 
selection and brand variety than conventional supermarket or grocery store. 
Warehouse or 
wholesale 
A store that sells a wide variety of merchandise that is usually sold in bulk 
quantities at a discounted price. 
Health A store that sells health foods and natural or organic foods, in addition to 
nutritional supplements and vitamins.  A health food stores offers a wider 
variety and more specialized selection of health food than a traditional 
grocery store or supermarket. 
Local fruit 
stand/market 
A local fruit stand/market is an open-air small food retailer that sells fresh, 
seasonal, and local produce, in addition to other small food items, such as 
nuts, seeds, or bottled fruit juices. 
Community 
Supported 
Agriculture 
(CSA) 
A locally based agricultural distribution model where individuals support one 
or more local farm by purchasing their fresh produce from these farms 
through a monthly subscription or payment.  Then, the fresh produce is 
delivered at a “drop-off point” weekly where the individuals who subscribe to 
the CSA can pick-up their food. 
Convenience  A small corner store retailer that sells a variety of everyday merchandise, 
such as groceries, household items, alcohol, cigarettes, etc. 
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Table 2.1 – Definition of store types (continued from page 16) 
 
 
Identifying the Stores  
The Lexus Nexus Company Dossier was used to find all of the grocery stores located in 
Chicago.  The Lexus Nexus database is relatively comprehensive and provided a solid starting 
point for identifying the food stores in Chicago.  The list produced over 2,200 entries, far too 
many to visit individually, and the list did not indicate whether the store was ethnic, hybrid 
ethnic, or traditional.  Therefore, the Internet and store visits were used to confirm the store type.  
After forty ethnic food stores were identified using the methods above and they were entered into 
a dataset for analysis using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).  The random 
sample selection tool was used to select thirty ethnic food stores to evaluate using the NEMS-S. 
 
Store Exclusions  
To fit the criteria of the NEMS-S, stores with a primary Standard Industrial Classification 
code of 5411 (Grocery Stores) were selected for evaluation.  The following categories of food 
retailers are excluded from analysis because they did not fit the parameters of this study:  
Store Type Definition 
Natural or 
organic 
A store that specializes in merchandises that is considered natural, 
organic, free of processing, chemical food additives, or farming 
pesticides.  Natural or organic stores typically sell groceries and natural 
items, such as clothing, household products, toiletries, etc. 
Hypermarket A store that combines a supermarket and department or retail store under 
one roof and carries a large variety of groceries and other wide-ranging 
items.  Hypermarkets are considered a retailer that allows customers to do 
“one-stop” shopping, meaning they can fulfill all of their shopping needs 
at one time. 
Drugstore or 
pharmacy 
A store where the main focus is the pharmacy and also carries other items, 
such as a small variety of groceries, household goods, cosmetics, school 
supplies, and magazines/books. 
Online grocery 
with delivery 
service 
A grocery store that allows individuals and private business to purchase 
groceries and household products online and then the purchased items are 
delivered to the customer‟s front door.   
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 Convenience stores because they may sell a limited variety of food. 
 
 Gas stations, with convenience stores attached, because they may sell a limited variety of 
food. 
 
 Bulk item retailers, such as Sam‟s Club and Costco, because these types of stores may 
skew the NEMS-S results due to the cost per unit. 
 
 Wholesale distributors because these types of food retailers may skew the NEMS-S 
results due to the cost per unit. 
 
 Drug stores, such as Walgreens and CVS, because these types of stores may sell a limited 
variety of food. 
 Beer, wine, and liquor stores because they may sell a limited variety of food.  
 
 Specialty stores, such as bakeries, health food stores, butchers, fruits and vegetables 
markets, fish and seafood markets, and confectionary/nut stores, because they typically 
sell only one type of food. 
 
The Food Categories 
The eleven food indicator categories used to evaluate the availability, price, and quality 
of each food retailer are milk, fruits, vegetables, ground beef, hot dogs, frozen dinners, baked 
goods, beverages, whole grain bread, baked chips, and cereal.  The researchers state, “the 
measures focus on availability of the more healthful or recommended choices, quality of produce, 
and prices” (Glanz et al., 2007).  
There are several other important measures included in the NEMS-S that make this 
survey very useful for measuring if there is a HAAQ supply in an area and relatively easy to use.  
First, the most opportune times to visit grocery stores and convenience stores are specified.  
Second, it explains how to evaluate food availability, price, and quality.  Finally, it specifies the 
number of cash registers in the store, which is a determinate for the size of the grocery store or 
supermarket, which is of significant value to this research study.  
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Scoring the NEMS-S 
The scoring for the NEMS-S is relatively simple [Appendix B].  For each food retailer, 
each food item from the eleven food categories is given a score based on its availability, price, 
quality, and healthiness; the score can be positive or negative:  
 
 For Availability, the score can range from 0 to 30 points;   
 
 For Price, the score can range from -9 to 18 points;  
 
 For Quality, the score can range from 0 to 6 points; 
 
 Then, each food retailer is given a Total Summary Score (availability + price + quality), 
which can be a minimum of -9 points and a maximum of 54 points.   
 
This score is calculated by adding the scores from the categories of availability, price, and 
quality.  The higher the score, the better the food retailer did with availability, affordability, and 
quality.  Also, the healthiness of the food is included in the Total Summary Score because the 
healthier the food, the higher the Total Summary Score.  The scoring system subtracts points 
from healthy foods when calculating the score for price since healthy foods tend to be more 
expensive.  
 
Customized Parameters 
The creators of the NEMS-S state that it is possible to add customized parameters to the 
survey that are significant to a study.  Therefore, I added three customized measures to my study.  
First, the NEMS-S does not classify what is considered a low, moderate, or high Total Summary 
Score.  For the purposes of this study, a HAAQ score is given to each store type – ethnic, hybrid 
ethnic, and traditional – to indicate how well the store type scored in four categories – 
healthiness, availability, affordability, and quality.  Chapter Three provides further explanation as 
to why some store types scored a lower or higher Total Summary Score and HAAQ score.  Here 
is the HAAQ breakdown:  
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 Low HAAQ: -9 to 11 Total Summary Score points  
 
 Moderate HAAQ: 12-29 Total Summary Score points 
 
 High HAAQ: 30-54: Total Summary Score points 
 
Second, Glanz et al. (2007) define small food stores as having one to two cash registers.  
Yet, I found that most convenience stores in Chicago have two or less cash registers, which was a 
store type eliminated from this study.  I did not find one food retailer that fit my criteria as having 
one to two cash registers.  Since I am primarily evaluating small ethnic food stores, I define small 
stores as having three or less cash registers, average sized stores as having four to six cash 
registers, and large stores as having seven or more cash registers.  
Third, Glanz et al. (2007) did not include the expiration date of canned or sealed food as 
a measurement for quality.  In past research, I found that some smaller food stores had expired 
food on shelves available for purchase or had no expiration dates at all.  Therefore, I added the 
following criteria to the quality assessment of the NEMS-S: Acceptable (“A”) will be foods that 
are not expired. Unacceptable (“UA”) will be foods that have expired or are missing expiration 
dates.   
Fourth, I identified several dozen foods that are found in ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery 
stores, but are not typically found in traditional grocery stores using the eleven NEMS-S food 
categories.  A list of these foods was compiled from each of the thirty stores used in this study, 
but was not used as a measurement tool in the survey [Appendix C].  Overall, it provides some 
insight into the types of foods ethnic and hybrid ethnic stores carry, how these foods may differ 
from a traditional food stores, and can be used for creating a customized NEMS-S for ethnic and 
hybrid ethnic grocery stores in the future.  
Last, all surveys were conducted Monday through Friday between the hours of 9:00 a.m. 
and 7:00 p.m.  The purpose of this is to ensure that the grocery stores surveyed are not low on the 
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food items used in the NEMS-S and deliveries to re-stock the store are typically not made during 
this time period.  In addition, based on the recommended NEMS-S methodology, the store brand 
was used for all food items in each category when available.  If the store brand was not available, 
then an alternative brand was used based on the NEMS-S recommendations and what is available 
in stores.  
The creators of the NEMS-S consider ethnic grocery stores to be specialty stores and, 
therefore, should be eliminated from the NEMS-S.  Yet, there is limited research done on the 
HAAQ of ethnic grocery stores in an urban area.  The NEMS-S serves as a starting point for 
evaluating the types of food ethnic stores provide, the general food availability, price, quality, and 
healthiness.  Therefore, no food categories were eliminated from this study.   
It would be risky to change the food categories to ones that may work better in ethnic 
food stores without extensive pretesting.  One of the reasons creating food categories for ethnic 
grocery stores is difficult is the tendency for different ethnic groups to eat different types of food, 
with some overlap.  The top eleven most consumed foods would have to be determined for each 
ethnic group before the new food categories could be pretested then surveyed.  Then, health and 
cost measurements would have to be taken into consideration, as well.  Also, the top eleven most 
consumed foods for each ethnic group may not overlap; the survey may have to evaluate each 
ethnic group separately and not compare between multiple groups.  That is why this paper should 
be regarded as providing only an introductory look into ethnic food stores and their availability to 
provide a HAAQ food supply in Chicago.   
In addition, we can also assume that different ethnicities living in the U.S. consume 
popular American non-ethnic foods, just as many Americans consume foods outside of the 
culture or ethnicity with which they identify.  This may be especially prevalent in urban areas 
where there are more food choices available to the public.  More opportunities for further 
research on ethnic food stores using the NEMS-S will be discussed in Chapter Five.  Please see 
Appendix E to view the map of the spatial distribution of all of the food stores in Chicago and 
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Appendix F to view the map of the spatial distribution of the thirty food stores surveyed in the 
NEMS-S.  
 
Survey: Cross-Cultural Food Consumption Habits 
A primary goal of the following chapters is to assess the links between ethnic groceries 
and the prevalence of cross-cultural food consumption among residents.  The study looks 
primarily at the following overarching questions [Appendix D]: What demographic segments in 
Chicago consume ethnic and foods in the household?  What type of store (ethnic, hybrid ethnic, 
or traditional) do they shop at for ethnic foods?  What are the main influences that draw them to 
an ethnic or hybrid ethnic grocery store?  Answers to these questions can provide better 
understanding as to how ethnic foods influence Chicago residents eating habits and, ultimately, 
their purchasing habits of food for their household.       
It was important to have accessibility to as many individuals that shop for the majority of 
the food for their household.  Therefore, the survey of CFCH was conducted on eleven main retail 
corridors in Chicago.  These eleven retail corridors are also where a large majority of the thirty 
food stores surveyed in the NEMS-S are located.  In this study, a retail corridor is defined as an 
area where there is a high concentration of retail and commercial businesses that add to the 
economic vitality of a community area or city.  In addition, a consequence of a retail corridor is 
high foot traffic, which made surveying in these areas ideal. 
The thirty stores surveyed in the NEMS-S were located on twenty-one different streets 
throughout Chicago and many of these streets where located in vibrant retail corridors.  A total of 
fifteen retail corridors were put into a dataset for analysis and a random sample selection tool was 
used to determine the eleven retail corridors to target survey.  There were six areas excluded as 
possible locations to administer surveys because there was poor sidewalk accessibility, along with 
high vehicle traffic that may put surveyors in harms way.   
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The eleven retail corridors that were randomly selected for conducting the survey are: 
North Broadway Street; West Devon Avenue; North Milwaukee Avenue; West Fullerton Avenue; 
West Lawrence Avenue; North Western Avenue; North Kedzie Avenue; North Lincoln Avenue; 
West Cermak Road; West 26
th
 Street; and Chicago Loop
2
.  A total of one hundred and fifty-five 
surveys were conducted with the promise of anonymity in this study.  There were seven survey 
respondents that lived in a Chicagoland suburb; these surveys were not included in the findings 
since this paper is focused on an urban population.  Therefore, one hundred and forty-eight 
surveys were used to calculate results in this study.  Chi square goodness of fit was used to 
determine statistical significance and relationship between survey variables and alpha was set at 
0.05.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                     
2
 No specific area or intersection in the Chicago Loop was designated for administering surveys since the 
entire Loop area can be considered a retail corridor.  
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CHAPTER THREE: RESULTS I 
Nutrition Environment Measures Survey in Stores 
 
  
This chapter begins with further explanation of ethnic, hybrid ethnic, and traditional 
stores and how these three types of stores fit into the economic landscape of Chicago.  Then, it 
will go on to examine the results of the NEMS-S for the thirty stores evaluated in the survey.  
Particularly, to discuss the ability for ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores to provide an 
available HAAQ food supply to its population when compared to traditional grocery stores in 
Chicago.  Finally, this chapter will discuss specific findings when comparing ethnic, hybrid 
ethnic, and traditional grocery stores.  
 
The Hybrid Ethnic Grocery Store 
When I began my research, I was looking to compare the availability of a HAAQ food 
supply between ethnic and traditional grocery stores.  Once fieldwork began, it become apparent 
that some ethnic stores carried a substantial amount of non-ethnic American food while still 
catering to certain ethnic populations.  These stores are classified as “hybrid ethnic” grocery 
stores.  Of course, such a simple method of classification is far from perfect, as there are varying 
types of hybrid ethnic grocery stores.  All hybrid ethnic grocery stores carry a large quantity of 
non-ethnic American food, yet some stores sell ethnic foods from only one or two ethnic groups,  
while others stores sell ethnic foods from three or more groups. 
There are many factors likely to explain these differences. First, some hybrid ethnic 
grocery stores don‟t have the square footage to carry a wide selection of ethnic foods from many 
different ethnic groups.  Therefore, they may focus on one or two ethnic groups that are dominant 
in their neighborhoods.  Second, some neighborhoods in Chicago may have one or two 
predominate ethnic groups, while other neighborhoods are more culturally diverse.  Hybrid ethnic 
grocery stores may take this into consideration when carrying certain ethnic foods.  Third, there 
are some ethnic groups that are few in number in Chicago.  Therefore, hybrid ethnic store owners 
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may not have a lot of competition from other hybrid ethnic grocers in the area and tend to focus 
their food selection on a smaller number of ethnic groups.    
In terms of competition, the same can be said for why owners of ethnic grocery stores 
choose to sell very small quantities or no non-ethnic American food at all in their stores.  Again, 
some ethnic groups in Chicago are very small in population.  Store owners that cater to those 
ethnic groups may not have to supply non-ethnic American foods to supplement their revenue 
because they know people from those small ethnic groups will frequent their stores regardless of 
prices, store location, and convenience such as travel time.  To gain perspective on this, I asked 
an owner of an ethnic grocery store on the north side why he chose to open an ethnic grocery 
store instead of a hybrid ethnic grocery store.  He stated, “I am one of the only guys in Chicago 
that sells Jamaican, Caribbean, and African food.  I can sell what I want; the customers come to 
me.”   
In conditions where there are large ethnic populations of a certain group, store owners 
may have to offer different types of foods, such as non-ethnic American food, in order to stay 
competitive in the neighborhood.  When I asked an owner of a hybrid ethnic grocery store located 
in Albany Park why he chose to open a hybrid ethnic store and not an ethnic store, he responded 
with, “Do you know how many Mexican stores there are in Chicago? Dozens! I would go out of 
business if I didn‟t sell American brands.  Not all Mexican folks want to just eat tortillas – 
sometimes they want Pop Tarts
®!”  When the same store owner was asked whether he worried 
about competition from traditional grocery stores in the area, he stated that he was not concerned. 
“I carry a good amount of American brands that people in the neighborhood eat.  Plus, I sell top-
quality, local produce so my prices are better.”   
 
Differences Between Store Types 
Despite the differences that exist between ethnic and hybrid ethnic stores, their 
fundamental character is almost without exception quite unlike that of traditional grocery stores.  
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Ethnic stores in Chicago are typically small in size, based on the small number of cash registers in 
the stores.  These stores sell a substantial amount of food from one or more ethnicity with very 
limited non-ethnic American food, but this does not mean that they sell no non-ethnic American 
food at all.  Approximately, thirty percent of the nine ethnic stores evaluated in this study sold 
some type of small candy items, single can soda drinks, regular potato chips, milk, bread, or 
cheese – items that are typically found in U.S. convenience or corner stores.  Nearly all of the 
nine ethnic stores had the same general store set-up:  A significant amount of frozen food, dry 
packaged goods, and canned goods, along with a small meat counter and a relatively large section 
of the store devoted to fresh fruits and vegetables.  The section of the store devoted to fresh 
produce did vary between ethnic stores, with Asian ethnic grocers carrying less fresh produce 
than stores of other ethnicities.   
It is also surprising that all of the ethnic stores evaluated in this study sold all of the fruits 
and vegetables found in the NEMS-S.  Most of the fresh produce listed in the NEMS-S are 
traditional grocery store staples.  It is important to note that produce selection may be dependent 
on what a store can physically import or locate.  That could be one reason why these ethnic 
grocers carried fresh produce items easily found in the U.S., along with customer preference.  In 
addition, these stores carried a large quantity of culturally appropriate fresh produce.  Culturally 
appropriate, in this instance, refers to foods that are typically found and consumed by a specific 
ethnicity or culture.  
Hybrid ethnic grocery stores sell a substantial amount of food from one or more ethnicity, 
including a substantial amount of non-ethnic American food.  However, the package volume was 
always smaller, there was less quantity of each food item, and there was limited brand selection.  
Hybrid ethnic grocery stores had more quantity and larger package volume for the ethnic foods 
they sold.  There were a large proportion of dry canned goods, but a relatively small proportion of 
these stores were dedicated to frozen food items, unlike ethnic grocers.  The meat counters were 
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larger than in ethnic stores because they sold a wider variety of meats.  In addition, hybrid ethnic 
grocery stores were average in size, based on the number of cash registers.  
Traditional grocery stores are large in size, based on the number of cash registers.  Due to 
the size of these stores, they carry a wider variety of food items, stock higher quantities of each 
food items, and have larger package volume.  These stores sell a substantial amount of non-ethnic 
American food with very limited food from other cultures or ethnicities, many times with one 
aisle reserved for ethnic foods.  Though seven of the eight traditional grocery stores surveyed in 
this study were in neighborhoods with one or more distinctive ethnic population, all of the stores 
sold ethnic foods that are commonly sold in U.S. traditional grocery stores.  
Traditional grocery stores tend to have the same general store set-up: A large deli and 
meat counter, many aisles of food choices, a large freezer section, a substantial canned and dry 
goods selection, and a large fresh produce section.  Not surprisingly, all of the traditional grocery 
stores evaluated in this study have a large freezer section, while ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery 
stores have a much smaller frozen food section and, therefore, selection.  This may be based on 
the differences in size between the store types and possibly customer preference.   
 
Discussion 
A total of thirty stores were evaluated using the NEMS-S from eighteen different 
community areas.  None of these stores declined participation in the survey.  Thirty percent of the 
stores were small and considered ethnic grocery stores; forty-three percent were average in size 
and considered hybrid ethnic grocery stores; and twenty-seven percent were large and considered 
traditional grocery stores.  The research found four important points.  
 
1. Hybrid ethnic grocery stores score just under traditional grocery stores in the NEMS-S 
results.  
 
Table 3.1 shows the composite scores by store size and type.  Traditional grocery stores 
scored the highest NEM-S Total Summary Score with 32.00 points when compared to ethnic 
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(18.89 points) and hybrid ethnic (31.62 points) grocery stores.  The Availability, Price, and 
Quantity scores for hybrid ethnic and traditional grocery stores where relatively close to each 
other, resulting in the Total Summary Score for hybrid ethnic grocery stores to be less than half 
point lower than traditional grocery stores.  Hybrid ethnic grocery stores scored slightly higher in 
food Price (1.69 points) and Quality (6.00 points) and slightly lower in food Availability (23.92 
points) when compared to traditional grocery stores. The HAAQ score was High for both hybrid 
ethnic and traditional grocery stores.  
Table 3.1 – Composite NEMS-S scores by store type: Mean score [±SD] 
 
Ethnic stores 
n=9 
Hybrid ethnic 
stores 
n=13 
Traditional 
stores 
n=8 
Mean store size: Average # of cash registers Small: 3 Average: 5 Large: 10 
NEMS-S Point Categories    
Availability 13.89 [4.14] 23.92 [1.04] 25.63 [0.52] 
Price -1.00 [1.32] 1.69 [0.85] 1.00 [0.00] 
Quality  6.00 [1.32] 6.00 [0.00] 5.38 [5.38] 
Total Summary Score 18.89 [0.00] 31.62 [0.65] 32.00 [0.53] 
HAAQ Score Moderate High High 
 
 
 
Hybrid and traditional grocery stores scored higher Total Summary Scores and High 
HAAQ scores because they had a wide range of food availability, brand variety, and quality.  
Every hybrid store surveyed in this study not only had wide array of ethnic foods, but had every 
food category in the NEMS-S with the exception of baked chips.  Less than fifty percent of the 
hybrid grocery stores had baked chips and none of the hybrid stores that carried baked chips had 
more than one variety.  Unlike in traditional grocery stores where it was commonplace to find 
more than two varieties of baked chip options and every food category that is on the NEMS-S.  
Hybrid grocery stores scored higher in Quality with 6.00 points, while traditional grocery stores 
scored 5.38 points because some of the fresh produce was severely bruised with torn outer flesh.   
Ethnic grocery stores scored significantly lower Availability and Price points when 
compared to the other two store types.  This resulted in ethnic grocery stores having a lower Total 
 29 
Summary Score (18.89 points) and a Moderate HAAQ score.  Ethnic grocery stores have a low 
Availability score (13.89 points) because many of the stores did not have the types of food 
categorized in the NEM-S.  In addition, the low Availability score also impacted variety.  Many 
of the ethnic grocery stores surveyed in this study did not have a wide range of food choices, 
except in the category of whole wheat bread and fresh fruits and vegetables.  Table 3.2 shows the 
availability of regular and healthier food items in ethnic grocery stores.  
The lower Availability score in ethnic grocery stores also impacted the Price score for 
these stores.  Ethnic grocery stores scored -1.00 points for Price.  If a regular and healthier food 
item was not available, this resulted in a score of “0” and Price points were not compiled into the 
Total Summary Score for that store.  Also, healthier items in ethnic grocery stores were typically 
more expensive than regular items in the food categories of ground beef, hot dogs, and baked 
chips.  The quality of fresh produce carried in ethnic grocery stores was high and resulted in a 
Quality score of 6.00 points.  Price differences between the store types will be discussed below in 
the second research finding.  It is important to note that none of the ethnic, hybrid ethnic, or 
traditional grocery stores evaluated in this survey carried the frozen food items listed in the 
NEMS-S.  Therefore, all store types received a “0” for this food category.  
Table 3.2 – Availability of regular and healthier food items in ethnic grocery stores (n=9) 
Percentage of ethnic grocery stores that carried a specific food item 
Regular Food Item Availability (%)  Healthier Food Item Availability (%) 
Milk-whole 55.0  Milk-skim/reduced fat 2% 55.0 
Ground beef-80% lean 89.0  Ground beef -95% lean 55.0 
Hot dogs-12% fat 11.0  Hot dogs-98% fat-free
a 
0.0 
Plain muffin 0.0  Plain bagel 11.0 
Regular soda 63.0  Diet soda 63.0 
Juice drink 44.0  100% juice drink 44.0 
White bread 100.0  100% whole wheat bread 100.0 
Plain potato chips 11.0  Baked potato chips 11.0 
Flavored O‟s cereal 44.0  Plain O‟s cereal 44.0 
     
Fruits and vegetables were left off of this table because there are no regular and healthier versions.  
a
Only one ethnic grocery store carried light hot dogs. 
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The NEMS-S served as a good starting point to evaluate the availability of a healthy, 
affordable, and quality food supply in ethnic grocery stores in Chicago when compared to other 
store types.  However, there were shortcomings to the NEMS-S.  First, ethnic grocery stores 
gathered lower points in each food category, except for fruit, vegetables, and bread, because the 
NEMS-S is not geared towards evaluating ethnic grocery stores.  However, this was known 
before field research was conducted for this study.  Second, the scoring matrix did not have an 
option of  “same price for both (regular and healthier food item)” for any other food category 
other than milk and sometimes the regular and healthier food items would be the same price in 
the categories of hot dogs, beverages (soda), and bread.  This resulted in each store type receiving 
“0” on the NEMS-S scoring matrix and receiving no Price points in several different food 
categories resulting in a lower Total Summary Score for each store type.  
 
2. Ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores have competitive milk, fresh produce, and 
ground beef prices, which suggests that consumers do not pay substantially higher prices 
for these items when shopping at these two store types.   
 
 Ethnic and hybrid grocery stores have competitive prices comparatively to traditional 
grocery stores in the categories of milk (skim vs. reduced fat 2% vs. whole), fresh fruit, fresh 
vegetables, and ground beef (95% lean vs. 80% lean).  It is significant that these three food 
categories have competitive prices at ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores because they are key 
to helping people eat better (Franco et al., 2008).  Typically, these items either cost more or are 
not easily found at all in urban food deserts or communities with low social-economic status 
(SES).  In addition, but less remarkably, ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores also carry hot 
dogs (12% fat vs. 98% fat-free) and baked goods (loose bagel vs. loose muffin) at lower prices 
comparatively to traditional grocery stores.  However, it is important to note that only one ethnic 
grocery store carried regular and light hot dogs and none carried plan muffins.   
Traditional grocery store have competitive prices for beverages (regular soda vs. diet 
soda and juice drink vs. 100% juice drink), bread (white vs. 100% whole wheat), chips (regular 
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potato chips vs. baked potato chips), and cereal (flavored O‟s vs. plain O‟s).  Low cost whole 
grain options are key to a healthy diet and are usually limited or missing from certain 
neighborhoods with low SES.  Figure 3.1 and 3.2 show the mean price of healthier and regular 
food items by store type.   
Figure 3.1 – Mean price of healthier food items by store typea 
 
Milk is skim and reduced fat 2%.  
 
aNot all stores in each store type had each regular or healthier food item available. Fresh fruit and vegetables are on the 
healthier food item chart. Frozen foods are not included since tthat food item was not available in any of the stores 
surveyed in the NEMS-S. Only one ethnic store carried regular and light hot dogs.  
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 Figure 3.2 – Mean price of regular food items by store typea 
 
Milk is whole.  
No ethnic store carried plain muffins (baked goods). 
 
aNot all stores in each store type had each regular or healthier food item available. Fresh fruit and vegetables are on the 
healthier food item chart. Frozen foods are not included since tthat food item was not available in any of the stores 
surveyed in the NEMS-S. Only one ethnic store carried regular and light hot dogs.  
 
Overall, ethnic grocery stores have prices that are highly competitive with those of hybrid 
ethnic and traditional grocery stores, particularly in the healthier and regular food categories of 
milk (skim, reduced fat 2% milk), fresh fruits, fresh vegetables, ground beef (95% and 80% lean), 
baked goods (loose bagel vs. loose muffin), and hot dogs (light and 98% fat-free).  Traditional 
grocery stores have competitive prices when compared to ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores 
for all beverages, all bread, all potato chips, and all cereal. There was no price difference between 
plain bagels and juice drinks for each store type.  Table 3.3 is the mean price difference of each 
food category between traditional grocery stores and ethnic/hybrid ethnic grocery stores using 
pricing from traditional stores as the base.  
 Based on these findings, ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores have lower prices for 
perishable food items, while traditional grocery stores have lower prices for food items with a 
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longer self-life.  One reason affecting the price difference of these food items between the three 
different store types is the economies of scale for storage.     
Ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores may do a better job of determining the customer 
demand of perishable food items because of limited food storage space.  As a result, there can be 
a lower occurrence of food wastage, which may result in cost savings for ethnic and hybrid ethnic 
stores and its customers.  Also, store owners may buy very small quantities of perishable food 
items, which may keep costs lower than traditional grocery stores, comparatively.   
Conversely, traditional grocery stores have a much larger footprint and have more 
warehouse food storage space than ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores.  Therefore, traditional 
stores may buy foods with longer self-lives in bulk at a lower cost when compared to the other 
two store types, which can result in cost savings for traditional stores and its customers.  
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Table 3.3 – Mean price difference of food: Traditional vs. ethnic/hybrid ethnic grocery storesa 
 
Traditional stores 
n=8 
Ethnic stores 
n=9 
Hybrid ethnic stores 
n=13 
Milk
b
 – RH $3.62 -$1.41 -$0.41 
Fresh fruit – H $2.86 -$1.45 -$1.50 
Fresh vegetables – H $1.27 -$0.73 -$0.67 
Ground beef (95% lean) – H $5.34 -$1.09 -$0.66 
Ground beef (80% lean) – R $4.97 -$1.32 -$0.63 
Frozen dinners – N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Light and 98% fat-free hot dogsc – H $5.79 -$2.30c -$2.31 
Regular hot dogs – R $5.79 -$2.80 -$1.72 
Baked goods    
          Plain bagel – H $0.99 ±$0.00 ±$0.00 
          Plain muffin – R $1.75 N/Ad -$1.05 
Beverages    
          Diet Coke – H $6.29 +$0.56 +$1.08 
          100% juice drink – H $5.99 +$0.08 +$0.15 
          Juice drink – R $3.89 ±$0.00 ±$0.00 
Bread    
          100% whole wheat – H $2.69 +$0.02 +$1.08 
          White – R $2.69 +$0.02 +$1.08 
Potato chips    
          Baked potato chips – H $4.29 +$1.70 +$0.09 
          Regular potato chips – R $2.15 +$2.80 +$1.26 
Cereal    
          Plain O‟s – H $3.99 +$0.63 +$1.02 
          Flavored O‟s – R $4.49 +$0.28 +$0.50 
 
aNot all stores in each store type had each regular or healthier food item available. 
bSkim, reduced fat 2%, and whole. 
cOnly one ethnic store carried regular and light hot dogs. 
dNo ethnic store carried plain muffins (baked goods). 
R = regular food item 
H = healthier food item 
RH = regular and healthy food item 
N/A = not applicable 
 
3. Hybrid ethnic grocery stores tend to have a larger variety of fresh produce available for 
sale than traditional grocery stores, in part due to the prevalence of both “American” and 
ethnic fruits and vegetables in these stores.  
 
On average, per fresh produce item, hybrid ethnic grocery stores carry the largest 
diversity of fresh produce when compared to ethnic and traditional grocery stores.  Figure 3.3 and 
3.4 show the diversity of fresh produce by store type.  Traditional grocery stores typically sell 
American staples of fresh produce, along with a limited number of fresh produce typically found 
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in other cultures.  All of the fresh produce listed in the NEMS-S is considered American fresh 
produce because the index was created to measure food retailers only in the U.S.   
All of the twenty-two surveyed hybrid ethnic and ethnic grocery stores sold all of the 
fruits and vegetables that were part of the NEMS-S and fresh produce from different ethnicities.  
It is important to note that while hybrid ethnic grocery stores carry the largest amount of fresh, 
they have significantly smaller quantities of each fresh produce item when compared to 
traditional grocery stores.  During fieldwork, I did not notice any “sold out” fresh produce item at 
any store type; the produce sections for all stores were well stocked.  
 Due to the relatively small size of ethnic grocery stores, they are not able to carry the 
same amount of fresh produce diversity as hybrid ethnic and traditional stores.  Though ethnic 
grocery stores may not carry as much of a diversity of fresh produce, all of the ethnic stores 
surveyed still carried a large quantity of fresh produce for their customers.  Importantly, some of 
the ethnic grocery stores are located in lower SES neighborhoods and there was still a supply of 
fresh produce.  Also, the prices were nearly as cheap, if not cheaper, than almost all hybrid ethnic 
stores and all of traditional grocery stores survey.  It can be said that more food choice can lead to 
more confusion on the part of the consumer.  However, I believe that more healthy food options 
can lead to more opportunities for the consumer to actually purchase healthy foods.  An 
abbreviated list of ethnic foods, including fresh fruits and vegetables, found in ethnic and hybrid 
ethnic grocery stores can be found in Appendix C. 
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Figure 3.3 – Average diversity of fresh fruits by store typea 
 
aEthnic stores (n=9); hybrid ethnic (n=13); and traditional (n=8) 
Figure 3.4 – Average diversity of fresh vegetables by store typea 
 
aEthnic stores (n=9); hybrid ethnic (n=13); and traditional (n=8) 
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 To better illustrate fresh produce diversity, using the data collected during the NEMS-S, 
Table 3.4 shows an example of the fresh produce diversity found in a hybrid ethnic grocery store 
(indicated as hybrid ethnic store A) in comparison to a traditional grocery store (indicated as 
traditional store B).  Both stores are located on the Near North Side of Chicago.  The numerals 
under columns Hybrid ethnic store A and traditional store B indicate the number of different 
fruits or vegetables.  Based on the table below, the hybrid ethnic grocery store has 25.0 percent 
more fresh fruit diversity and approximately 19.0 percent more fresh vegetable diversity relative 
to traditional grocery stores.   
Hybrid ethnic store A had fourteen different fresh fruits and vegetables, which are 
commonplace in many ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores, but are not included on the 
NEMS-S or found in traditional grocery store B.  The wide diversity of fresh produce available at 
ethnic and, especially hybrid ethnic grocery stores, is considered one of the highlights to the 
shopping experience.  The selection is wide; the prices are lower relative to traditional grocery 
stores; and there is a cornucopia for hard-to-find fruits and vegetables.     
Table 3.4 – A comparison between two store types: Fresh produce diversitya 
  
Fresh fruit* 
Hybrid 
ethnic 
store A 
Traditional 
store B 
   
Fresh fruit* 
Hybrid 
ethnic 
store A 
Traditional 
store B 
Bananas 6 5  Carrots 1 1 
Apples 7 7  Tomatoes 8 6 
Oranges 7 6  Sweet peppers 4 4 
Grapes 3 2  Broccoli 2 2 
Cantaloupe 1 1  Lettuce 7 8 
Peaches 3 2  Corn 2 1 
Strawberries 1 1  Celery 1 1 
Honeydew melon 1 1  Cucumbers 4 3 
Watermelon 4 2  Cabbage 7 5 
Pears 7 5  Cauliflower 3 2 
Total diversity: 40 32  Total diversity: 39 33 
*Fresh produce items are from the food categories found in the NEMS-S. 
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Table 3.5 is a limited list of fresh produce that was found in the hybrid ethnic store A, but 
not in traditional store B.  Most of these foods are considered traditionally ethnic fresh fruits and 
vegetables that can be found in many Indian, Asian, and Hispanic ethnic grocers.  
Table 3.5 – Examples of fresh produce found in hybrid ethnic store A  
Fresh Fruit              Fresh vegetables 
Bittermelon Banana flower 
Chikoo Black radish 
Guavas Cassava or Yucca 
Green papaya Choyote 
Jack fruit Dosakai 
Persimmon Green vatana 
Pomelo Taro root 
 
4. Traditional grocery stores have more healthy food options available to customers than 
ethnic or hybrid ethnic grocery stores due to the greater  brand selection and product 
availability that they offer.  
 
Table 3.6 shows the number of healthier food item varieties by store type.  Traditional 
grocery stores have more healthy food options when compared to ethnic and hybrid ethnic 
grocery stores, with the exception of fresh produce (hybrid ethnic stores have an edge in this food 
category).  A main reason for this is store size.  Unlike ethnic and hybrid ethnic stores, traditional 
grocery stores are physically large enough to provide a wide variety of brand options, many times 
at differing prices.   
During the NEMS-S, all traditional grocery stores received between zero and three points 
(depending on the food category) for having greater than one healthier variety of fresh fruits and 
vegetables, lean ground beef, 100% whole wheat bread, and baked potato chips.  These points 
were added to Availability and helped increase the Total Summary Score.  Based on previous 
literature reviewed in this paper, healthy food options are important when looking at the available 
food supply of a community.  
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Table 3.6 – Number of healthier food item varietiesa by store type 
 
Ethnic stores 
n=9 
Hybrid ethnic stores 
n=13 
Traditional stores 
n=8 
Fresh fruit 10 10 10 
Fresh vegetables 10 10 10 
Lean ground beef 0 2-3  2-3 
100% whole wheat bread >2 >2 >2 
Baked potato chips 0 0 >2 
 
aVarieties is based on what was indicated on the NEMS-S Scoring Matrix [Appendix B], not on the total number of 
healthier food items by food category per stores type. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS II 
Survey of Cross-Cultural Food Consumption Habits of Chicago Residents 
 
This chapter reviews the results of a survey of cross-cultural food consumption habits 
(CFCH).  The results illustrate the extent to which people purchase and eat food from ethnicities 
other than their own in their household.   
The survey explores three hypotheses about CFCH that are considered at the core of this 
paper:  The first hypothesis is that small grocery stores, specifically smaller ethnic and hybrid 
ethnic grocery stores, and not just larger traditional grocery stores can provide an adequate 
healthy, available, affordable, and quality food supply to urban populations.  The second 
hypothesis is to provide evidence that Chicagoans don‟t only shop at large traditional grocery 
stores for the food in their household; they explore different types of stores and food options.  The 
third hypothesis is that people from various backgrounds will purchase and eat food in their 
household that comes from ethnicities other than their own.   
These results are used to try to answer three questions:  Are Chicagoans purchasing and 
eating foods from other ethnicities in their household?  What is the general demographic of the 
people who engage in cross-cultural food consumption?  Finally, why are they shopping at ethnic 
and hybrid ethnic grocery stores?  
 
Demographics Background 
 One hundred and fifty-five surveys were administered in eleven different retail corridors 
located in various community areas throughout Chicago.  Surveyors would typically cover 
multiple Chicago community areas and, therefore, multiple neighborhoods in each retail corridor.  
Table 4.1 shows the total number of surveys conducted in each of the eleven retail corridors and 
the corresponding community area and neighborhoods.   
The survey was either given verbally to the respondent or self-administered by the 
respondent who filled out the survey on his or her own.  There were seven survey respondents 
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that lived in a Chicago suburb; these surveys were not included in the findings since this paper is 
focusing exclusively on an urban population.  Therefore, one hundred and forty-eight surveys 
were used when calculating results for this section.  A few survey respondents did not know what 
Chicago community area they lived in, but they did know that they lived within the city 
boundaries. These surveys were included when calculating aggregate results.  
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Table 4.1 – Total number of surveys conducted in each retail corridor in Chicago (n=148) 
Retail corridor location 
Chicago  
community area (neighborhood)
a 
Number of 
surveys 
conducted 
Percentage of 
surveys 
conducted 
 
West Devon Avenue West Ridge (West Rogers Park) 4
b
 
2.7% 
North Kedzie Avenue 
Albany Park 
(Albany Park, Ravenswood Manor) 10 
 
 
6.8% 
North Lincoln Avenue 
 
Lincoln Square (Ravenswood) 10 
 
6.8% 
North Western Avenue 
 
North Center 
(North Center, Roscoe Village) 
Lincoln Square 
(Ravenswood Gardens) 10 
 
 
 
 
6.8% 
West Lawrence Avenue 
 
Albany Park (Albany Park) 
Uptown (Little Vietnam) 11 
 
 
7.4% 
North Milwaukee 
Avenue 
 
Logan Square                               
(Logan Square, Bucktown) 
West Town                                    
(West Town, East Ukrainian Village, 
Wicker Park) 11 
 
 
 
 
 
7.4% 
North Broadway Street 
 
Edgewater                             
(Edgewater Glen, Magnolia Glen, 
Andersonville) 15 
 
 
 
10.0% 
West 26
th
 Street 
 
South Lawndale (Little Village) 17 
 
11.5% 
West Fullerton Avenue 
 
Lincoln Park                               
(Lincoln Park, Wrightwood 
Neighbors, Sheffield Neighbors) 17 
 
 
 
11.5% 
West Cermak Road 
 
Armour Square                     
(Chinatown, East Pilsen, Heart of 
Chicago, Heart of Italy) 18 
 
 
 
12.2% 
Chicago Loop
c
 
Loop                                            
(Chicago Loop, Loop Retail Historic 
District) 25 
 
 
 
16.9% 
Total 12 (26) 148 100% 
    
aRefers to the Chicago community area in each retail corridor where surveyors walked in an effort to administer 
surveys for this study.  
bApproximately 20 surveys were attempted on West Devon Avenue. However, due to language barriers, only four 
surveys were administered.  
cNo specific area or intersection in the Chicago Loop was designated for administering surveys since the entire Loop 
area can be considered a retail corridor. 
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Figure 4.1 shows the place of residence of survey respondents.  The highest number –
10.1 percent of survey respondents – live in Albany Park.  Edgewater, Lake View, and the Lower 
West Side had 6.1 percent of respondents.  Smaller percentages of respondents lived in other 
community areas.  It is not surprising that that majority of survey respondents indicated these 
areas as the location of the community area in which they live: the majority of retail corridors 
used in this study are located on the Far North Side, North Side, and West Side of Chicago.  
These geographic patterns have obvious explanations.  A large majority of the retail and 
commerce areas in Chicago are typically located in the Central area of Chicago, where the 
Chicago Loop and North Michigan Avenue (otherwise known as the Magnificent Mile) is 
located, and serves as the city‟s main commercial hub.  The North Side areas of Chicago are the 
most densely populated areas of the city and the economic condition is stable and continues to 
thrive (City of Chicago website, accessed on September 1, 2012).  The West Side of Chicago has 
had long-term economic issues in many of its neighborhoods.  Some areas on the West Side, 
which are closer to downtown, such as East Pilsen and West Town, are going through 
gentrification efforts in an attempt to add an economic vibrancy to this area of the city.  Chicago 
Mayor Rahm Emanuel has designated West 26th Street, which is located in the West Side 
community area of South Lawndale in the neighborhood of Little Village, as the city‟s second 
Magnificent Mile.  This two-mile retail corridor creates more tax revenue than any other area in 
Chicago, excluding the North Michigan Avenue
3
.  
 
 
 
 
                                                     
3
 Chicago Sun-Times. “Mayor says 26th Street is city‟s „second Magnificent Mile.‟” April 19, 2012. 
http://www.suntimes.com/news/politics/11321662-418/mayor-says-26th-street-in-little-village-is-citys-
second-magnificant-mile.html  
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Figure 4.1 – Place of residence of survey respondents (n=148) 
 
 
More than half of the respondents are from the U.S. with 64.2 percent, and 35.8 percent 
of respondents were born outside of the U.S.  In addition, 40.8 percent of respondents spoke 
English and another language.  Interesting, but not surprising, the location where the respondents‟ 
parents were born is nearly evenly split between inside the U.S. with 46.3 percent and outside of 
the U.S. with 49.7 percent.  The cause of this may be attributable to the locations in which some 
of the surveys were administered.  Nearly half, with 45.0 percent, of the retail corridors in this 
study have community areas and neighborhoods located within them that are considered urban 
ethnic enclaves.  These retail corridors and neighborhoods are West Devon Avenue (West Rogers 
Park), North Kedzie Avenue (Albany Park), West Lawrence Avenue (Albany Park and Uptown – 
Little Vietnam), West 26
th
 Street (South Lawndale – Little Village), and West Cermak Road 
(Chinatown, East Pilsen).  
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The age range of respondents was nearly spread evenly between eighteen to twenty-five, 
twenty-six to thirty, and thirty-one to forty, with 71.2 percent of survey respondents falling within 
these age ranges.  Only 13.0 percent of respondents fall in the range of forty-one to forty-nine 
years of age and 15.8 percent in the range of fifty years of age or older.  Yet, 94.0 percent of 
survey respondents purchased the majority of the food for their household and nearly 92.0 percent 
of respondents did all of their grocery shopping in Chicago.  The median household income of 
survey respondents is spread relatively evenly between below $20,000 with 21.0 percent; $20,001 
to $35,000 with 29.4 percent; and $35,001 to $50,000 with 24.5 percent.  Only 15.4 percent of 
survey respondents made $50,000 to $75,000 and 9.8 percent made $75,001 or more.   
The data did not show a statistically significant difference between Chicago community 
areas or the country in which the survey respondent was born, age, and income.  However, there 
is significance between the country the survey respondent was born in and the country their 
parent‟s were born in (p=0.000, <0.05).  Nearly 63.0 percent of survey respondents born in the 
U.S. had parents that were born within the U.S.  However, remarkably, approximately 88.0 
percent of survey respondents born outside the U.S. had parents that were born inside the U.S.  
This figure really supports the diversity and worldliness of many people living in urban areas.       
 
Proposition 1:  The data suggests that consumers who use ethnic and hybrid ethnic 
groceries are not singularly reliant on these neighborhood providers.  Instead, they  
regularly shop at more than one type of food store for the majority of their household food, 
suggesting that they are quite adept at “blending” the offerings of various types of stores.  
 
The survey was designed to allow respondents to provide an exhaustive list of where they 
do the majority of the shopping for their household.  They could list multiple stores on the survey, 
resulting in non-mutually exclusive outcomes.  To better understand the food shopping habits of 
survey respondents, it was important to examine if they shopped at traditional grocery stores and 
at ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores, as well, for the majority of food in their household.   
Remarkably, a relatively large percentage of survey respondents do not shop at traditional 
grocery stores.  Approximately 40.0 percent of respondents shop at other store types for the food 
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in their household based on the one hundred and forty-one surveys
4
 used to calculate these 
results.   
When respondents did not purchase their food from traditional grocery stores, 32.0 
percent shopped at hybrid ethnic grocery stores, while 23.0 percent shopped at ethnic grocery 
stores. Slightly fewer, 19.0 percent, shopped at gourmet grocery stores such as Trader Joe‟s, and 
17.0 percent shopped at natural and organic grocery stores such as Whole Foods.  Out of the 60.0 
percent of survey respondents that did shop at traditional grocery stores, the majority shopped at 
ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores, with 19.0 percent of respondents shopping at ethnic 
grocery stores and 17.0 percent shopping at hybrid ethnic grocery stores.  Overall, based on the 
percentage results in the beginning of this sub-section, these results are not surprising.  Survey 
respondents would most likely shop at ethnic and hybrid ethnic stores if they were not shopping 
at traditional grocery stores.   
If survey respondents did not shop at traditional grocery stores then the number of 
respondents that shopped at ethnic grocery stores went up by 4.0 percent.  Likewise, there was a 
15.0 percent increase in the number of respondents that shopped at hybrid ethnic grocery stores, 
but not at traditional grocery stores.  Figure 4.2 shows the percentage of survey respondents that 
shopped at ethnic or hybrid ethnic grocery stores based on whether or not they shopped at 
traditional grocery stores.  Statistical testing indicates that there is significance between shopping 
at a hybrid ethnic grocery store and shopping at a traditional grocery store (p=0.038, <0.05).   
 
 
 
 
                                                     
4
Seven survey respondents did not answer at what store type they shop at in Chicago for the majority of 
their household food.  
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Figure 4.2 – Percentage of ethnic or hybrid ethnic grocery store shoppers: Based on traditional 
grocery store shopping (n=141) 
 
It is not uncommon for people to shop at more than one store type for their household 
food.  Remarkably, the percentage of survey respondents that shopped at one or two stores was 
nearly even, with approximately 40.0 percent of survey respondents shopping at two stores and 
approximately 38.0 percent of respondents shopping at one store.  Only 22.0 percent of 
respondents shopped at three or more stores.  Figure 4.3 shows the percentage of survey 
respondent that shop at one store type and Figure 4.4 shows the percentage of survey respondent 
that shop at two or more store types.  It does not take into account how many survey respondents 
shop at each store type, nor does the chart indicate at what other store type(s) the survey 
respondents may shop.  A list of definitions of each store type can be found in Table 2.1 located 
in Chapter Two.    
Based on Figure 4.3, a small percentage of survey respondents chose to shop at only one 
store type.  This means that Chicagoans are actively choosing to visit more than one store type for 
the food in their household.  It was expected that a larger percentage of respondents would only 
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shop at one store type if they shopped at traditional grocery stores since this store type carries a 
large selection of food items and has a wide range of brand options.  Nearly 10.0 percent of 
survey respondents only shop at ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores, which may indicate that 
they cannot fulfill all of their shopping needs at these two store types.   
In Figure 4.4, between 45.0 and 58.0 percent of survey respondents that shop at ethnic, 
hybrid ethnic, and traditional grocery stores also shop at another store type.  Specifically, 58.0 
percent of respondents that shop at traditional grocery stores also shop at one other store type.  
This figure is interesting because it would be logical to assume that survey respondents could 
shop at a traditional store for all of their household food because this store type carries a large 
variety of brands and food selection options.  Based on these results, the likelihood of Chicago 
residents to shop at more than one store type for the food in their household is high.  Perhaps 
Chicagoans are expanding their food choices to included items that encourage them to shop at 
more than one store.      
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Figure 4.3 – Percentage of survey respondent that shop at one store type (n=141)a 
 
aSeven survey respondents did not answer at what store type they shop at in Chicago for the majority of their household 
food. *CSA stands for community supported agriculture. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 50 
Figure 4.4 – Percentage of survey respondent that shop at two or more store types (n=141)a 
 
aSeven survey respondents did not answer at what store type they shop at in Chicago for the majority of their household 
food. *CSA stands for community supported agriculture. 
 
Proposition 2:  Ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores have a far greater impact on the 
communities than just providing food to a particular ethnic group.  The surveys suggest 
that consumers who shop at several different types of stores  engage in greater cross-
cultural food consumption as well as have different food purchasing habits than those who 
only shop at traditional stores.  This is true for residents from various ethnic backgrounds.   
 
In terms of cross-cultural food consumption, 40.5 percent – the majority of survey 
respondents – sometimes purchase foods from ethnicities other than their own.  This percentage is 
significant because it indicates that Chicago residents are actively engaging in cross-cultural food 
consumption.  The percentage of survey respondents that never purchase foods from other 
ethnicities is the lowest with 12.3 percent.  Responses are relatively even between respondents 
that rarely, often, and all the time purchase foods from other ethnicities, with 16.2 percent, 15.5 
percent, and 15.5 percent, respectively. 
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Survey respondents that were born outside of the U.S. are more likely to shop at ethnic 
and hybrid ethnic grocery stores and less likely to shop at traditional grocery stores when 
compared to respondents that were born in the U.S.  Figure 4.5 shows the percentage of survey 
respondents that shopped at traditional, hybrid ethnic, and ethnic grocery stores based on whether 
or not they were born in the U.S.  Remarkably, but not unpredicted, over half of the survey 
respondents still chose traditional grocery stores as the store type where they purchase the 
majority of the food for their household.  Survey respondents born outside the U.S. are more 
likely to purchase the food for their household from ethnic grocery stores (25.0 percent) when 
compared to hybrid ethnic grocery stores (23.0 percent).  Inversely, survey respondents born in 
the U.S. are more likely to purchase food from hybrid ethnic grocery stores (22.0 percent) when 
compared to ethnic grocery stores (16.0 percent).   
The majority of survey respondents, regardless of their birth country, shopped at ethnic 
and hybrid ethnic grocery stores because they wanted to try a new recipe (57.4 percent) or the 
stores carried the ethnic foods they like to eat (57.4 percent).  This is noteworthy because 
respondents may be willing to shop at ethnic grocery stores to find an ethnic food item that may 
not be available in mainstream traditional grocery stores, adding to the evidence of cross-cultural 
food consumption in the Chicago population. 
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Figure 4.5 – Percentage of survey respondents that shopped traditional, hybrid ethnic, and ethnic 
grocery stores based on U.S. birth (n=141)
a 
 
 
 
aSeven survey respondents did not answer where they shop in Chicago for the majority of their household food.  
 
In addition, nearly half or 49.3 percent of survey respondents shop at ethnic and hybrid 
ethnic grocery stores to try new and different foods, supporting the theory Chicago residents are 
diversifying their food choices and engaging in cross-cultural food consumption.  Nearly 32.0 
percent shopped at ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores because these stores carry the 
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American food they want to eat.  There was statistical significance between survey respondents 
that shopped at hybrid ethnic grocery stores because these stores carried the American foods they 
like (p=0.034, <0.05).  Additionally, there was also statistical significance between shopping at 
hybrid ethnic grocery stores because they are conveniently located (p=0.005, <0.05).   
Figure 4.6 shows why survey respondents chose to shop at ethnic and hybrid ethnic 
grocery stores.  Nearly 72.0 percent of survey respondents indicated that they shop at ethnic and 
hybrid ethnic grocery stores for fresh produce, while nearly 50.0 percent of respondents shop for 
fresh meat, dry goods, baked goods, and canned or jarred foods.  A smaller percentage of 31.1 
survey respondents shopped at ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores for frozen food.  It was not 
unanticipated that the main reason survey respondents shopped at ethnic and hybrid ethnic 
grocery stores was for fresh produce and fresh meat.  Results from Chapter Three show that 
ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores have lower prices for fresh fruits and vegetables and 
regular and lean ground beef.  Though, we cannot assume that respondents purchased ground beef 
as their meat of choice.  
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Figure 4.6 – Why survey respondents chose to shop at ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores 
(n=141)
a 
 
aSeven survey respondents did not answer where they shop in Chicago for the majority of their household food.  
 
 
A statistically significance relationship exists between survey respondents that shopped at 
hybrid ethnic grocery stores for fresh produce (p=0.012, <0.05).  The statistical significant 
relationship between respondents that shopped at hybrid ethnic grocery stores for dry goods is 
only moderate (p=0.055, <0.05).  Also, there is statistical significance between shopping at ethnic 
grocery stores for fresh meat (p=0.010, <0.05).  Based on Figure 5.5, these results are expected 
because large percentages of survey respondents shopped at hybrid ethnic and ethnic grocery 
stores for fresh produce, fresh meat, and dry goods. Additionally, there is statistical significance 
between the country survey respondents were born in (within or outside of the U.S.) and 
purchasing fresh meat (p=0.024, <0.05) and dairy products (p=0.016, <0.05). 
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Proposition 3:  Responses to the Likert scale illustrate the many different ways ethnic and 
hybrid ethnic grocery stores affect the urban shopping experience of Chicago residents.  
These experiences range from experimentation with different kinds of foods to expanded 
cultural appreciation and patronage.           
     
In the final portion of the survey, respondents
5
 were asked to complete a Likert scale 
regarding their feelings towards shopping at hybrid ethnic and ethnic grocery stores, with the 
number 5 representing “strongly agree.”  Remarkably, the highest percentage of survey 
respondents responded with “strongly agree” for each of the statements in the Likert scale, with 
35.2 to 49.2 percent.  Only 35.2 percent of survey respondents strongly agreed that they feared 
ethnic groceries might disappear due to competition from bigger stores.  Table 5.2 displays the 
percentage of survey respondents that selected each statement based their feeling towards 
shopping at ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores. 
A statistical significance exists between survey respondents shopping at ethnic grocery 
stores and the temptation to try new foods (p=0.034, <0.05).  In addition, there was only a 
moderate statistical significant relationship between respondents shopping at hybrid ethnic 
grocery stores and an increased appreciation for a different culture (p=0.051, <0.05).  Based on 
these results, respondents view ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores as an integral part of their 
food experience.  Chicagoans have an appreciation for these types of groceries and the diversity 
they add to urban life. 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                     
5
Twenty-seven survey respondents did not shop at ethnic and hybrid grocery stores. 
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Table 4.2 – Likert scale: Feelings towards shopping at ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores 
(n=121)
a 
                                                  
 
Survey Statement 
Strongly 
agree 
(%) 
 
Agree 
(%) 
 
Neutral 
(%) 
Disagree 
(%) 
Strongly 
disagree 
(%) 
 
“I find that when I visit an ethnic or hybrid 
ethnic grocery, I am tempted to try new 
foods.” 
 
 
49.2 
 
 
26.2 
 
 
15.6 
 
 
5.7 
 
 
3.3 
 
“I have on at least on occasion bought a 
food item at an ethnic or hybrid ethnic 
grocery that was previously unfamiliar to 
me.” 
 
 
 
47.5 
 
 
 
23.0 
 
 
 
13.1 
 
 
 
7.4 
 
 
 
9.0 
 
“Seeing all the interesting food that is 
available is part of the „fun‟ of shopping at 
groceries run by different ethnic groups.” 
 
 
 
45.1 
 
 
 
30.3 
 
 
 
13.9 
 
 
 
9.8 
 
 
 
0.8 
 
“I often buy ethnic foods at an ethnic 
grocery that I would never consider buying 
at a major supermarket.” 
 
 
 
44.3 
 
 
 
24.6 
 
 
 
14.8 
 
 
 
10.7 
 
 
 
5.7 
 
“Ethnic groceries have greatly increased 
my appreciation for a different culture.” 
 
 
41.0 
 
 
31.1 
 
 
19.7 
 
 
7.4 
 
 
0.8 
 
“I fear ethnic groceries may disappear due 
to competition from bigger stores.” 
 
 
35.2 
 
 
34.4 
 
 
14.8 
 
 
8.2 
 
 
7.4 
aTwenty-seven survey respondents did not shop at ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION 
  
 The original goal of this study was to explore if small ethnic grocery stores are capable of 
providing a healthy, available, affordable, and quality food supply to Chicagoans and to better 
understand the cross-cultural food consumption habits of residents.  Based on the results, the 
methods used in this study proved useful: Proper nutritional indexes and surveying tools can be 
used to systematically measure the HAAQ of food carried in different types of stores in Chicago.  
In addition to exploring how Chicago residents from various social-economic levels and 
demographic backgrounds utilize ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores.  Statistics, nutritional 
indexes, and survey methods provide a value perspective on the influence smaller ethnic grocers 
have on Chicago‟s food supply.  Some of the findings in this study were surprising; while others 
were expected and confirmed what other research has shown.   
Finding 1:  Traditional and hybrid ethnic grocery stores provide Chicagoans with a high 
HAAQ, while ethnic grocery stores only provide a moderate HAAQ.  In general, based on these 
findings, traditional grocery stores received the highest overall NEMS-S score of 32.00 based on 
availability, price, and quality and provide twenty percent more of the healthier food items
6
 when 
compared to ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores.  Hybrid ethnic grocery stores scored just 
under traditional grocery stores with a 31.62.  Ethnic grocery stores scored the lowest amount of 
points with 18.89.  Ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores sell milk
7
 at an average of $1.48 less; 
fresh produce
8
 at an average of $0.70 less; and ground beef
9
 at an average of $0.93 less than 
traditional grocery stores.  Finally, ethnic grocery stores carry the least amount of fresh produce, 
while hybrid ethnic stores carried approximately an average of thirty-one percent more fresh 
fruits and twenty-nine percent more fresh vegetable than traditional grocery stores.  
                                                     
6
 Based on the NEMS-S Scoring Matrix. 
7
 Whole, reduced-fat 2%, and skim milk 
8
 Fresh fruits and vegetables 
9
 80% and 95% lean ground beef 
Note: Ethnic and hybrid grocery stores also sold regular and healthier item hot dogs and baked goods at a 
lower cost, but a very limited number of stores carried these two food categories.  
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Originally, I hypothesized that smaller ethnic grocery stores can provide a healthy, 
available, affordable, and quality food supply to Chicago residents.  Yet, based on my findings, 
hybrid ethnic grocery stores provide a better HAAQ food source than ethnic grocery stores, 
comparatively.  From a policy perspective, more research opportunities should be given to 
exploring and better understanding how hybrid ethnic grocery stores can assist in the reduction of 
food insecurity in urban areas.   
Finding 2:  Chicagoans extensively engage in the cross-cultural consumption of food, in 
part due to the prevalence of ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores.  Nearly 41.0 percent of 
survey respondents purchase food from other cultures some of the time.  Only 15.5 percent of 
survey respondents engage in the cross-cultural consumption of food often or all the time.  
Therefore, the percentage of Chicagoans engaging in the cross-cultural consumption of food 
through the act of purchasing ethnic foods from grocery stores is moderate.  The percentage of 
Chicagoans that eat ethnic food in restaurants would most likely yield much higher affirmation 
rate.  
As these results suggest, the NEMS-S and cross-cultural food consumption survey is a 
good initial starting point for understanding the impact ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores 
have on providing a HAAQ food supply in Chicago.  The examination of food, specifically in the 
areas of accessibility, consumption habits, and urban trends, is interdisciplinary and there are 
many different opportunities for study in the future.  Additional research could focus on ways to 
overcome the methodological issues mentioned in previous chapters of this study, such as 
developing an index or re-working the NEMS-S to be more applicable to measure ethnic and 
hybrid ethnic stores.   
Finding 3:  The need exists to explore the supply chain of ethnic and hybrid ethnic 
grocery stores relative to that of traditional grocery stores.  Knowing the people, organizations, 
resources, and practices used to stock grocery stores in urban areas is important to understanding 
how store owners determine their profit margin and, ultimately, price the food at their stores.  In 
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addition, more research exploration into the social networks that ethnic entrepreneurs use to help 
sustain their food retailer businesses and positively influence urban growth should be considered.  
Finally, once the impact of small grocers in urban areas is determined, it would be interesting to 
examine how these types of food stores or their practices/methods can be implemented or applied 
through city initiatives, such as subsidies, urban planning, land-use and zoning, and city design.  
When interpreted in the aggregate, the results point to the need to explore how food 
consumption patterns change or how urban areas develop outside of their historic boundaries and 
ethnic populations grow due to immigration.  The ability to feed large populations efficiently, 
affordability, and in a quality and healthful way will continue to be an important part of urban 
welfare and social capital [Appendix A], outside of the discussion of food deserts and socio-
economic status.  Understanding more about the role of ethnic and hybrid ethnic grocery stores 
can help leaders, retailers, and entrepreneurs in urban areas better meet the food “needs” of 
residents and their unsatisfied food “wants”, while shedding light on complex cross-cultural food 
consumption and ethnic food preferences.  
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APPENDIX A: Diversity on the Community-level 
 
This appendix is an overview on the body of research literature associated with diversity 
on the community-level in urban areas.  This literature review is not exhaustive.  However, it 
provides the structure for understanding how diversity influences microeconomics, societal 
vitality, and community development in Chicago.  
 
Diversity on the Community-level 
 
As cities in the U.S. evolve economically and demographically, the collection of research 
on the different types of diversity becomes more expansive.  In addition, the research begins to 
explore other issues related to diversity on the community-level.  Many of the themes identified 
in the research literature can be grouped together under one category – social capital.  Social 
capital has been defined in many different ways by an array of researchers.  Therefore, the 
literature found on social capital can be extremely varied.  Yet, van Oorschot et al. (2006) were 
able to find consistent themes of social capitalism in the myriad of characterizations found in 
other literature.   
Social capital “emphasizes the importance of, first, social relations within families, 
communities, friendship networks and voluntary associations, and, second, civic morality, or 
shared values, norms and habits, and, finally, trust in institutions and generalized trust in other 
people” (ibid, 150).  This section will explore the literature on how different types of diversity on 
the community-level impacts social capital; specifically, in relationship to SES of individuals, 
economic vitality, and citizen participation.   
 
Socioeconomic Status 
Based the American Psychological Association, SES is typically measured as a 
combination of education, income, and occupation and is typically viewed as the social standing 
or class of an individual or group.  Research completed by Freeman (2009) showed that 
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socioeconomic diversity within communities is a significant issue for urban scholars and local 
governments.  Low SES can negatively impact a community by deterring cultural diversity and, 
ultimately, economic benefits like residential housing growth and commercial and retail 
development (Freeman 2009, 2081).  The socioeconomic composition is believed to be an 
important factor in an individual‟s life opportunities, in addition to having harmful affects on the 
residents that live in areas with low SES diversity (Goering and Feins 2003, 430).   
Specifically, Freeman believes that community socioeconomic diversification and racial 
integration is necessary for racial justice and reducing racial barriers.  He found strong evidence 
that supports interracial residential contact results in different races understanding each other 
“beyond stereotypes and this could lessen racial animosity (Freeman 2009, 2080).  There is 
evidence that low socioeconomic diversity can increase risk factors for community residents, like 
low economic development, low levels of educational achievement, and poor health conditions 
(Talen 2006b, 431-46).  These are important quality-of-life indicators that many citizens may 
value as being significant factors to happiness and creating a feeling of social welfare within a 
community (ibid, 487-488).   
There is still much debate about which happens first – ethnic and SES diversity or higher 
income and education level.  Based on the literature, many scholars seem to agree that it is a 
mixture of factors.  Evidence has shown that income and education are important factors in 
creating greater integration on the community-level (Clark and Blue 2004, 668).  Specifically, the 
results from Clark and Blue‟s research showed that separation among community residents 
declines as SES diversity increases.  Darden and Kamel (2000) found that, in many urban areas, 
the ecological theory that the “socioeconomic status of a minority group is inversely related to the 
group‟s level of residential segregation from the majority group” holds true (ibid, 1).  Glaster and 
Booza found that “bipolar” communities, which means neighborhoods in which very low and 
very high-income groups predominate or where there is high SES diversity, on average have 
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“significantly greater shares of very high-income families, racial diversity, shares of middle-aged 
persons, and share of renters” (ibid, 421).  
 
Economic Vitality  
A common theory among scholars is that the economic strength of a community 
ultimately develops in communities with a higher SES, often a result of diversity.  Sparber states 
that, in the mid-1990s, international macroeconomists began to evaluate the consequences of 
diversity.  These economists focused mostly on “the ill-effects of institutional inefficiency, 
instability, corruption, ethnic conflict, and lack of trust, and civil war” (Sparber 2010, 72).  Yet, 
Sparber goes on to state that other scholars argued that “people from varied groups may be unique 
factors of production that could complement each other so that diversity facilitates productivity 
gains” (ibid, 72).  Also, there are some practical reasons for maintaining diversity in a community 
– it promotes neighborhood stability and economic development (Talen 2010, 489).  
Much of the literature reviewed in this paper found strong evidence that there is a strong 
relationship between SES, ethnic diversity, and economic vitality.  Many diverse neighborhoods, 
especially in Chicago, have historically functioned as ports of entry for immigrants, which 
translated into other forms of diversity such as economic (ibid, 487-88).  Talen states that the 
most diverse neighborhoods in Chicago tend to be older when compared to non-diverse 
neighborhoods and the housing stock in those areas tends to be more affordable due to the age of 
the homes (Talen 2006b, 488).  Affordable housing in a community is also another indicator of 
social capital.  
There are theories that the economic strength of a community is directly related to 
amount of resources available to different groups.  Basically, economic vitality will not exist in a 
community when vital resources, such as jobs and housing opportunities are unavailable to 
groups.  In addition, it is difficult to create diversity in a community where important resources 
are scarce due to potential racial tension.  There are two philosophies behind the idea that social 
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mixing is a meaningful goal.  The first is “social mixing is believed to create a more tolerant, 
stable world” (Talen 2010, 488).  Second, it “promotes a more equitable distribution of resources, 
nurturing what is known as geography opportunity” (Talen 2006b, 432).   
The idea of geography opportunity was originally introduced to the social scientific world 
by Galster and Killen (1995) and later reiterated by Briggs (2005).  Geographic opportunity is 
when “those in higher-income brackets can take advantage of the creativity, social capital, and 
cross-fertilization that occurs when people of different backgrounds, income levels, and racial and 
ethnic groups are mixed” (Talen 2008, 40).  Other scholars, like Cole and Goodchild, have found 
that planning goals focused on social mixing in a single place “raised the standard of living for 
low-income groups, encouraged diversity, increased quality of opportunity, promoted social 
harmony, improved the physical functioning of the city, and helped maintain stable 
neighborhoods by allowing households to alter their household expenditure while remaining in 
the same neighborhood” (Talen, 2006a).  
 
Citizen Participation  
It would be remise not to mention citizen participation and its impact on diversity. 
Socioeconomic status is directly correlated to citizen participation, meaning “citizens have 
several means to influence public decisions using traditional democratic acts, such as voting, 
petitioning, and lobbying, to more informal methods” (John 2009, 494).  However, it is not 
unusual for the acts that make up citizen participation to only reach some of the public. Some 
social groups may be left out of the decision-making process in their community and, therefore, 
may not influence the political fabric of their community or gain the benefits that result from 
certain public policies.  Citizen participation is a crucial part of social capital.   
Leightley and Vedlitz state that “studies of mass participation in the U.S. repeatedly 
demonstrate the critical importance of SES as a determinant of political involvement” (Leightley 
and Vedlitz 1999, 1092).  SES is commonly used in sociology to forecast the citizen participation 
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among minorities.  Verba et al. (1993) found that resources that facilitate citizen participation, 
like education and income level, are distributed very unevenly among difference ethnicities, with 
Latino non-whites as the most disadvantaged (ibid, 453). One of the five models Leightley and 
Vedlitz identified as being an indicator of citizen participation is social connectedness.  Research 
has found that the decline in political activity over the past 20 years is related to a “lack of 
connectedness between individuals and the larger social community” (Leightley and Vedlitz 
1999, 1095).  Ultimately, “behavior is shaped not merely by cultural conditions but also by 
political and economic ones, which in turn affects levels of individual and collective development 
and poverty” (Lamont and Small 2010, 170). 
None of research reviewed specifically looked at if there were a lack of citizen 
participation in diverse communities or in more segregated communities in the U.S.  Therefore, 
research was not found that conclusively supported the idea the citizen participation is directly 
correlated to different types of diversity.  Research has shown the evidence of citizen 
participation is widely varied.  After Verba et al. (1993) accounted for relevant political resources 
as factors in citizen participation, there was very little difference among the different ethnic 
groups.  Many times, there are factors other than education and income level that influence 
citizen participation.  For example, language barriers, especially among the Hispanic, non-White 
population, can influence that group‟s citizen participation (ibid, 458).  Religious affiliation 
among the Black population can influence that group‟s citizen participation.  Research has been 
found that the Black population feels more connected to black organizations, like their 
neighborhood church, than they do to their community (ibid, 473).  In addition, abstention from 
citizen participation can be dependent on a person‟s personal preference, regardless of the social 
group to which that individual belongs (ibid, 455-56).   
Therefore, while citizen participation may not be the best indicator for diversity on the 
community-level, the ideas that social capital can increase through community development, 
active collaboration, and social connectedness are areas that need more exploration.  Yet, the 
 65 
aforementioned theories help provide a framework for the complex factors that influence different 
types of diversity on the community level.  
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APPENDIX B: NEMS-S Scoring Matrix 
Item Availability of Healthier Item Avail 
Total 
Points 
Price Price 
Total 
Points 
Quality Quality 
Total 
Points 
Milk YES low-fat/skim = 2 pts  Lower for lowest-fat = 2 pts 
Same for both = 1 pt 
Higher for low-fat = -1 pt 
   
Proportion (lowest-fat to whole)  ≥ 
50% = 1 pt 
 
Fruits 0 varieties = 0 pts 
< 5 varieties = 1 pt 
5-9 varieties = 2 pts 
10 varieties = 3 pts 
   25-49% acceptable = 1 pt 
50-74% acceptable = 2 pts 
75%+ acceptable = 3 pts 
 
Vegetables 0 varieties = 0 pts 
< 5 varieties = 1 pt 
5-9 varieties = 2 pts 
10 varieties = 3 pts 
   25-49% acceptable = 1 pt 
50-74% acceptable = 2 pts 
75%+ acceptable = 3 pts 
 
Ground Beef YES lean meat = 2 pts  Lower for lean meat = 2 pts 
Higher for lean meat = -1 pt 
   
2-3 varieties ≤ 10% fat = 1 pt 
> 3 varieties ≤ 10% fat = 2 pts 
 
Hot dogs YES fat-free = 2 pts 
Light, not fat-free = 1pt 
 Lower for fat-free or light = 2 pts 
Higher for fat-free or light = -1 pt 
   
Frozen 
dinners 
YES all 3 reduced-fat types = 3 pts 
YES 1 or 2 reduced-fat types = 2 pts 
 *Lower for reduced-fat = 2 pts 
Higher for reduced-fat = -1 pt 
   
Baked goods YES low-fat items = 2 pts  Lower for low-fat (per piece) = 2 pts 
Higher for low-fat (per piece) = -1 pt 
   
Beverages YES diet soda = 1 pt  Lower for diet soda = 2 pts    
YES 100% juice = 1 pt  Higher for 100% juice = -1 pt  
Bread YES whole grain bread = 2 pts  Lower for whole wheat = 2 pts 
Higher for whole wheat = -1 pt 
   
>2 varieties whole wheat bread = 1 pt  
Baked chips YES baked chips = 2 pts  **Lower for baked chips = 2 pts 
Higher for baked chips = -1 pt 
   
> 2 varieties baked chips = 1 pt  
Cereal YES healthier cereal = 2 pts 
 
 **Lower for healthier cereal = 2 pts 
Higher for healthier cereal=-1 pt 
   
Availability Subtotal=  Price Subtotal=  Quality Subtotal=  
 
 Total NEMS Store  Score =  
Source: Glanz, Karen, James F. Sallis, Brian E. Saelens, Lawrence D. Frank. “Appendix – Nutrition Environment Measures Survey in Stores (NEMS-S): Development and 
Evaluation.” American Journal of Preventative Medicine 32(4) [2007]: 282-298. http://www.med.upenn.edu/nems/docs/NEMS_S_Detailed.pdf 
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APPENDIX C: Condensed List of Food Found in Ethnic & Hybrid Ethnic Stores 
  
Below is a list of approximately 180 different foods that were repeatedly found in various 
ethnic and hybrid ethnic food retailers throughout Chicago.  The list is broken down into 
categories that are similar to those found in the NEMS-S.  While the list is not exhaustive and a 
small percentage of the foods can be found in traditional grocery stores, it provides preliminary 
exploration into the types of ethnic foods that can be found throughout Chicago.  This list of food 
can be used in future research on ethnic food retailers as a starting point to creating a HAAQ food 
measurement index for most consumed ethnic foods in the U.S.  
Fruits 
Banana peppers 
Bittermelon 
Chikoo 
Chilaca pepper 
Chile de arbol 
Chile guajillo 
Chile hananero 
Chile manzano 
Cobanella peppers 
Coconuts 
(peeled/unpeeled) 
Cubanelle (sweet pepper) 
Finger hot peppers 
Green finger peppers 
Green Jamaican peppers 
Green long peppers 
Green papaya 
Green plantains 
Guajillo chile 
Guavas 
Indian bittermelon 
Jack fruit 
Jamaican peppers 
Long hot peppers 
Manila mangos 
Papaya 
Persimmon 
Plantains 
Poblano peppers 
Pomelo 
Pulla chiles 
Serrano peppers 
Tamarind 
Thai hot peppers 
Xoconostle 
 
 
Vegetables & Plants (including grasses) 
Baby lima beans 
Banana flower 
Black beans 
Black eyed peas 
Black radish 
Bola roja beans 
Boniatos 
Calabacitas 
Canary beans 
Cassava leaves 
Cassava or Yucca 
Chayote 
Chickpeas 
Chinese eggplant 
Choyote 
Cow beans 
Daikon 
Dominican reds 
Dosakai 
Fava beans 
Flat valor beans 
Fresh ratalu 
Ghana yam 
Ghanaian beans 
Great northern beans 
Green chana 
Green chickpeas 
Green vatana 
Indian eggplant 
Jicana 
Jimaca 
Large white fava beans 
Long beans (16") 
Long egg plant 
Long squash 
Long valor beans 
Loose beets 
Loose turnips 
Lupini beans 
Malanga 
Moong beans 
Navy beans (canned/dried) 
Okra 
Oloyin honey beans 
Opo squash 
Papa blanca 
Parval 
Persian cucumber 
Pigeon peas 
Pinto beans (with/without husk) 
Pole beans 
Red beans (kidney and small) 
Round eggplant 
Round valor 
Savilla 
Sinqua 
Taro leaves 
Taro root 
Thai chiles 
Thai eggplants 
Tindora 
Tomatillo 
Turiya 
Turnips 
Various pickled vegetables 
Vautia 
Winter melon 
Yampi 
Yautia lila 
Yellow wax beans 
 
Plants & Grasses 
Aloe vera plant 
Amba haldi 
Arvi or taro 
Guajes 
Lemongrass (grass) 
Whole sugarcane (grass) 
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Dry Goods 
Barley 
Brown and white rice 
Bulgur wheat 
Chinese pine nuts 
Cracked wheat 
Egus seed (ground/whole) 
Farina 
Oats foo foo or cassava fufu 
Red lentils 
Semolina 
Shelled wheat 
Small African beans 
Small edo 
Split peas 
Tapioca 
Various packaged dried herbs and spices 
White beans 
White cargamanto 
beans  
White corn mote pelado  
Yellow corn meal 
 
 
 
 
Meat 
Beef liver 
Beef soup bone 
Beef tongue 
Beef tripe "book" 
Beef tripe "honeycomb" 
Chicken feet 
Chicken livers 
Cows feet 
Oxtail 
Pork bellie 
Pork stomach 
Pork tail 
 
 
Bread 
Bolliolos (white and wheat) 
Naan (white/wheat) 
Pita (white/wheat) 
Roti (White/wheat) 
Tortilla (white/wheat-various sizes) 
 
 
Dairy & Beverages 
Yogurt drink 
Greek yogurt (various flavors) 
Plain yogurt 
Kefir 
Soy milk (milk substitute) 
Coconut water 
Fruit juice box 
Fruit nectar 
Fruit soda 
Sabila (aloe drink) 
 
 
Baked Goods 
Biscuits (assorted flavors) 
Cakes (assorted flavors) 
Chikoo barfi 
Coconut treats 
Coffee cake 
Cookies (assorted flavors) 
Cookies (various flavors) 
Date kleche 
Ghari  
Haiva w/ chocolate 
Halwasan 
Jalebi 
Jelly molds (assorted flavors) 
Jelly rolls 
Kaju katli 
Laddu 
Macaroons 
Mamool 
Mithai  
Nazooke (various flavors) 
Peda 
Petit fours (tea or coffee cookies) 
Pizzelle (large circle wafers) 
Rava laddu 
Traditional Mexican baked goods 
Tulumba 
Usmania cookies 
Wafers (assorted flavors) 
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APPENDIX D: Cross-Cultural Food Consumption Habits Survey Questions 
 
1) In which of the 77 Chicago community areas do you live? ___________________________ 
[    ]    I don’t know (check box if applicable) 
 
 
2) In what country were you born? ________________________________________________ 
 
 
3) What languages are spoken in your household? ___________________________________ 
 
 
4) In what country were your parents born? ________________________________________ 
 
 
5) What languages are/were spoken in your parent’s household? _______________________ 
 
 
6) What is your age?  
 
______18 to 25   _______26 to 30   _______31 to 40   _______41 to 49   _______50+ 
 
 
7) What is your total annual household income?  
 
____Below $20,000     ____$20,001 to $35,000    ____$35,001 to $50,000    
 
____$50,001 to $75,000    ____$75,001+ 
 
 
8) Are you the person who buys the majority of the food for your household?  
 
____Yes  ____No  ____I don‟t know 
 
 
9) Do you shop for the majority of your food in Chicago?  
 
____Yes  ____No  ____I don‟t know 
 
 
10) From what grocery stores in Chicago do you typically purchase the majority of your 
household food?  
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
11) How often do you purchase food from cultures and ethnicities other than your own?  
 
___Never   ___Rarely   ___Sometimes   ___Often   ___All the time   ___I don‟t know 
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12) Do you purchase foods from ethnic grocery stores? (These stores sell a lot of food from 
one or more culture or ethnicity with very limited American food.) 
 
____Yes  ____No  ____I don‟t know 
 
 
13) Do you purchase foods from hybrid ethnic grocery stores? (These stores sell a lot of food 
from one or more culture or ethnicity, including a lot of American food.)  
 
____Yes  ____No  ____I don‟t know 
 
If the answer to question 12 and 13 is NO or I DON’T KNOW – please STOP survey.   
If the answer to question 12 or 13 is YES – please continue survey.   
 
14) Why do you shop at ethnic or hybrid ethnic grocery stores? Please check all that apply.  
 
_______ Purchase foods for a specific ethnic recipe 
_______ Try new and different foods 
_______ Change personal or household eating habits/diet 
_______ I can purchase the ethnic foods I like to eat 
_______ I can purchase the American foods I like to eat 
_______ Ethnic or hybrid ethnic grocery stores are conveniently located 
_______ Other (please indicate reason): ______________________________________________ 
_______ I don‟t know 
 
 
15) What type of food do you typically purchase at ethnic or hybrid ethnic grocery stores? 
Please check all that apply.  
 
_______ Fresh fruits or vegetables 
_______ Fresh meats  
_______ Dry goods (beans, rice, flour, etc.)  
_______ Dairy products (milk, yogurt, etc.) 
_______ Baked goods (breads, sweets and desserts) 
_______ Canned or jarred foods 
_______ Frozen foods  
_______ Other (please indicate type of food): _________________________________________ 
_______ I don‟t know 
 
If the answer to question 14 and 15 is I DON’T KNOW – please STOP survey. Thank you!  
Please respond to question 16 on a scale of 1 to 5.  
 
 
16) 1= strongly disagree     2= disagree     3= neutral     4= agree     5= strongly agree 
 
“I find that when I visit an ethnic or hybrid ethnic grocery, I am tempted to     1   2   3   4   5 
try new foods.”   
 
“I have on at least on occasion bought a food item at an ethnic or       1   2   3   4   5 
hybrid grocery that was previously unfamiliar to me.”                     
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“I often buy ethnic foods at an ethnic grocery that I would never        1   2   3   4   5 
consider buying at a major supermarket.” 
 
“Ethnic groceries have greatly increased my appreciation for a        1   2   3   4   5 
different culture.”                    
 
“Seeing all the interesting food that is available is part of the „fun‟       1   2   3   4   5 
of shopping at groceries run by different ethnic groups.” 
 
“I fear ethnic groceries may disappear due to competition from        1   2   3   4   5 
bigger stores.”               
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APPENDIX E: Spatial Distribution of Grocery Stores in Chicago  
(Inclusive of Traditional and Non-Traditional Stores) 
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APPENDIX F: Spatial Distribution of the 30 Grocery Stores  
Surveyed in This Study Using the NEMS-S 
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